Linking Local Watershed Management Efforts Across the Lake Ontario Basin. A Report on the 5th Annual Conference, October 18-19, 1996, Rochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, NY by Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance. Water Resources Board of the Finger Lakes et al.
University of Windsor 
Scholarship at UWindsor 
International Joint Commission (IJC) Digital 
Archive International Joint Commission 
1997-06-01 
Linking Local Watershed Management Efforts Across the Lake 
Ontario Basin. A Report on the 5th Annual Conference, October 
18-19, 1996, Rochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, NY 
Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance. Water Resources Board of the Finger Lakes 
Great Lakes Water Quality Board 
New York. Department of Environmental Conservation 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/ijcarchive 
Recommended Citation 
Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance. Water Resources Board of the Finger Lakes, Great Lakes 
Water Quality Board, & New York. Department of Environmental Conservation (1997). Linking Local 
Watershed Management Efforts Across the Lake Ontario Basin. A Report on the 5th Annual Conference, 
October 18-19, 1996, Rochester Institute of Technology, Rochester, NY. International Joint Commission 
(IJC) Digital Archive. https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/ijcarchive/535 
This Report is brought to you for free and open access by the International Joint Commission at Scholarship at 
UWindsor. It has been accepted for inclusion in International Joint Commission (IJC) Digital Archive by an 
authorized administrator of Scholarship at UWindsor. For more information, please contact 
scholarship@uwindsor.ca. 
  
Management Efforts
Across the Eake Ontario Basin
great Cakes Basin
Ecosystem
L'ake Ontario
Basin (in white) _
Oswego River
Basin
Keuka Cake
Watershed
  
 great .Cakes Basin
Ecosystem
US.
Environmental
Protection ‘
Agency ' . ' Environment
(EPA) ' " Canada
International
Joint
Great Commission Other
Lakes (lJC) National
Commission Agencies
(GLC)
Great
Lakes
Fishery
Commission
(GLFC)
 
3inger .Cakes
Watershed
Watershed Action Plans
Finger Regional Other Regional
Lakes~ Planning Al‘iances
Lake and Economic
Ontario Development
Watershed Boards
Protection
Alliance
(FL-LOWPA)
New York State
Agencies
Lake
Associations
 
Keuka Cake
Watershed
 
Groups
 
 [Sinking Eocal Watershed
Mosh/dag”ent Efforts
Ontario Basin
,1
Wmy“:
ﬂaygs
4
‘
2
3
3
.
?
   
. 5th Annn l; Conference
Rochester Institute of Technology
Rochester, NY
Prepared by:
9 Water Resources Board of the Finger Lakes - Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance
0 Great Lakes Water Quality Board of the International Joint Commission
0 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
‘7une, 199?
  
  
   
  
The Water Resources Board of the Finger Lakes - Lake ‘
Onta
rio
Wat
ers
hed
Prot
ecti
on A
llia
nce
(FL
-LO
WPA
), t
he G
reat
M.
Lakes Water Quality Board of the International Joint Com-
mission, and the New York State Department of Environmental 1
Conservation would like to thank additional co-sponsors of the _ '
con
fer
enc
e, i
ncl
udi
ng:
"“9
“'
 
   
  
9 Central New York Regional Flaming & Development Board
9 Genesee/Finger Lakes Regional Planning Council
9 Southern Tier Central Regional Planning & Development Board
0 New York State Soil and Water Conservation Committee
The Water Resources Board also thanks the New York State Legislature for financial support of its program,
thereby making the conference possible, and the Finger Lakes Association, Inc. of Penn Yan, NY for admin-
istrative support. Special thanks go to the many speakers, facilitators, moderators, resource people and
panelists who made significant contributions to the conference program. Finally, special thanks are due to
all members of the Conference Steering Committee, which organized the conference and helped prepare
this report, and proved an interagency, cooperative effort is not only possible, but advantageous.
For more information contact:
Betsy Landre
Water Resources Board
309 Lake Street
Penn Yan, New York 14527
Ph: (315) 536-7488
Fax: (315) 536-1237
Internet: wrb@eznet.net
John Hartig
International Joint Commission
PO. Box 32869
Detroit, Michigan 48232
Ph: (519) 257—6711
Fax: (519) 257-6740
Internet: hartigj@ijc.wincom.net
Design, layout and printing by Communications Services, New York State Agricultural Experiment Station, Geneva, NY
. I 14456-0462. Cover concept by Bruce Jamieson, Great Lakes Regional Office, International Joint Commission.
ii
(Kw[inking Local WatershedManagement Efforts Across the Lake Ontario Basin
    
   
/
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .............................................................:vﬂf'ia
_ 2 ,
INTRODUCTION ...................................................................................IV.
The Conference Process ................................................................................... :‘........................................... 4
Structure of the 5th Annual Conference ........................................................................................................... 4
Expected Outcomes ............................................................................................................................................. 5
THE PUZZLE OF WATERSHED MANAGEMENT
THE HONORABLE GEORGE D. MAZIARZ, 6lst DISTRICT, NYS SENATE .................................................. 6
DIALOGUE AMONG THE FINGER LAKES-LAKE ONTARIO
WATERSHED PROTECTION ALLIANCE, THE GREAT LAKES
WATER QUALITY BOARD, AND INTERESTED PUBLICS ................................................................................ 8
Dialogue Process .................................................................................................................................................. 8
Dialogue Outcomes ............................................................................................................................................. 8
OBSTACLES TO COOPERATIVE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT
AND STRATEGIES TO OVERCOME THEM ....................................................................................................... 10
A Process Model for Cooperative Watershed Management ....................................................................... 10
Breakout Sessions to Identify Obstacles and Strategies ............................................................................... 10
OUTPUT OF THE BREAKOUT GROUPS ............................................................................................................ 14
Breakout Group 1: Lake Ontario Central and East ................'...................................................................... 14
Breakout Group 2: Lake Ontario West .......................................................................................................... 16
Breakout Group 3: Oswego River Basin East ............................................................................................... 18
Breakout Group 4: Oswego River Basin West .............................................................................................. 20
Breakout Group 5: Lower Genesee River Basin........................................................................................... 22
Breakout Group 6: Upper Genesee River Basin ........................................................................................... 24
INTERACTIVE PANEL DISCUSSION: STRATEGIES
TO OVERCOME OBSTACLES TO COOPERATIVE
WATERSHED MANAGEMENT ............................................................................................................................ 26
Overview ............................................................................................................................................................ 26
Discussion of Common Obstacles and Suggested Actions ......................................................................... 26
RECOMMENDATIONS .......................................................................................................................................... 30
APPENDIX A: SUMMARIES OF PRESENTATIONS ......................................................................................... 32
International Ioint Commission Priorities and Their Importance to Peoplefrom Upstate New York
Commissioner Alice Chamberlin .................................................................................................................... 32
' iiiW
W
%’© A org v% éé' Q’p 0 Q
 
 The
Fing
er La
kes -
Lake
Onta
rio
Wate
rshe
d Pro
tecti
on Al
lianc
e: V
ision
for W
ater
shed
Management in New York's Lake Ontario Basin
Chai
rman
Jame
s Ska
ley .
........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
. 34
Introduction to the Lakewide Management Plan (LaMP) for Lake Ontario
and NYS’s Basin Team Approach to Citizen Involvement
Gera
ld F.
Mikol
, Dir
ector
, NY
SDE
C Re
gion
9 .....
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
........
........
. 36
EPA's Community—Based Environmental Initiatives
Bill M
uszy
nski
, Dep
uty
Regio
nal A
dmini
strat
or, U
SEPA
Regi
on II
........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
. 39
APPE
NDIX
B: LI
ST O
F EX
HIBI
TS ...
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
... 4
2
APPE
NDIX
C: LI
ST O
F PA
RTIC
IPAN
TS ..
........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
.. 43
APPE
NDIX
D: C
ONF
ERE
NCE
PRO
GRA
M .....
........
........
........
........
........
.........
........
........
........
........
........
.........
. 51
 
”The management of the Lake
Ontario basin sometimes seems
like a really advanced jigsaw
puzzle The more ofthe pieces
that we can fit together, the
clearer understanding we’ll have
of what needs to be done and
how to do it effectively and eco-
nomical/y.”
———The Honorable George D. Maziarz
/
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Linking Local Watershed Management Eﬁ‘orts across the
Lake Ontario Basin was the title of the 5th annual conference
of the Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance
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conference also functioned as the first public meeting of the Great Lakes "1
Water Quality Board (WQB) of the International Joint Commission (IIC) "‘1‘
under the IJC’s revised policy to improve public involvement and consul- ‘W-‘i’
tation in its affairs. The conference was the product of a unique partnership 3%
between two water quality entities representing perspectives from different levels — local and basin-wide —
which saw benefits in meeting together. FL—LOWPA is an alliance of 24 counties in New York’s Lake Ontario
Basin committed to improving the health of the region’s watersheds based on local, coordinated programs. The
WQB is the principal advisor to the IIC on all matters relating to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. The
Board is made up of senior program managers from state, provincial and federal regulatory and resource man-
agement agencies.
Purpose and Structure
A primary purpose of the conference was to provide
a forum for the exchange of ideas pertaining to wa-
tershed management between those in government
agencies responsible for the development of
basinwide management concepts and initiatives, and
those working at the local level to implement pro-
grams. The conference was intended to provide a
rare opportunity for these groups working on re-
source management at varying levels to discuss how
they might reinforce and compliment each other’s
work to strengthen watershed management in the
Lake Ontario basin. Designed to be action-oriented,
two additional goals of the conference were to 1)
identify priority obstacles to cooperative manage-
ment of watersheds and 2) identify actions to over- I
come those obstacles, with commitments from respon-
sible parties to speciﬁc actions where appropriate.
The program included:
9 a public dialogue between the Water Resources
Board, the governing body of FL-LOWPA, and
the WQB to share information on their unique
roles and identify ways to support each other;
0 a public reception with 29 water quality exhib-
its and an address by US. IIC Commissioner
Alice Chamberlin on IJC water quality priori-
ties; and
o a public conference featuring speakers, work—
ing breakout groups, and an interactive panel
discussion. More than 120 people representing
a mix of county, regional, state, provincial, and
federal regulatory or resource management
agencies; local officials; agricultural representa-
 
   
tives; academic institutions; New York State leg-
islative offices; environmental organizations;
county waterquality advisory committees; con-
sultants; and concerned citizens attended the
program.
Obstacles to Cooperative Watershed
Management
Obstacles to cooperative watershed management
were identified through six geographically-based
break-out groups. High priority obstacles identi-
fied include the following:
9 lack of public 'awareness and commitment to a
shared vision among stakeholders
9 insufficient funds and resources at the local level
0 insufficient leadership capacity at the local level
0 insufficient coordination of responsibilities and
priority~setting across watersheds
9 lack of incentives to facilitate collaboration
9 lack of technical guidance and information on
which to base management decisions
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Actions to overcome these obstacles were identified
by the breakout groups and further developed dur-
ing an interactive panel discussion with audience
participation. The panel represented a broad range
of expertise and interests, including local, state and
federal agencies, agriculture, a non-profit environ-
mental organization, academia, and the New York
State legislature.
 To increase public awareness and shared commit—
ment among stakeholders, more investment in edu-
cation and public involvement effortsis needed.
Recommendations include:
0 increasing funding available for education and
public involvement programs
0 committing competent professionals to public
education, public involvement, and facilitation
o targeting audiences and tailoring education and
involvement efforts to their specific needs
0 providing equal access to information and deci-
sion making processes for all stakeholders
9 providing legislators with quantified, technical
information to help them justify their support of
watershed management activities
0 making linkages between a healthy local
economy and clean water to underscore the win-
win of watershed management
0 strengthening interdisciplinary programs at the
university level to develop future resource man-
agers and community leaders with the integra-
tive skills necessary for watershed problem-solv-
mg.
Representatives from three area universities agreed
to take responsibility for the latter.
Strategic planning was recommended as a strategy
to address the obstacle of insufficient funding and
resources at the local level. Strategic plans empha-
size clear, consensus-based priorities; cost-saving al-
ternatives; integration of resources; and a timeline
for implementation. Emphasis should be on re-
sourcefulness and efficiency. Requests for funding
can be made under a collaborative umbrella and re-
sources can be pooled to implement plans. To assist
communities lacking planners or resources for stra—
tegic planning, agencies should dedicate staff on a
watershed basis to facilitate community—based stra-
tegic planning. New York State regional planning
boards and county planning agencies may best be
able to fill this role.
To address insufficient leadership capacity at the 10-
cal level, leadership programs should be expanded.
Resources for leadership development may be avail—
able through local universities, civic organizations
and the business sector. Organizations may be able
to dovetail efforts to meet mutual goals. Two model
programs include Leadership Cayuga and Leader-
ship Rochester. Cornell Cooperative Extension is a
 
statewide resource available for leadership develop-
ment.
Support of consensus-based, bottom-up watershed
initiatives is recommended to help overcome the lack
of common priorities and fragmentation of respon-
sibility across watersheds. All organizations and
agencies must be involved in a dialogue process to
foster mutual understanding of roles and interests,
and to develop support for watershed management
decisions. Agencies and authorities must be ﬂexible
in their roles in a collaborative process in order to
include others. Memoranda of Understanding and
the organization of a Council of Governments (COG)
are tools that can clarify roles and relationships, and
provide incentives for collaboration. Lead agencies
(or parties) should be identified for individual
projects undertaken by a watershed group.
Sharing of information and expanding monitoring
and data collection programs to the watershed unit
are means for enhancing the availability of technical
information. New York State Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation (DEC) Regional Offices can
offer technical guidance to communities preparing
watershed management plans; DEC Region 8 (Avon
office) made a commitment to this action. DEC Di-
vision of Water will encourage information exchange
between communities with similar interests and con-
cerns. The need for high quality, watershed-based
technical information should be better communi—
cated to research institutions, legislatures, and stake-
holders.
Recommended Areas for Action
It was the general conclusion of the conference that
responsibility for the future health of New York
State’s watersheds rests mainly with local commu-
nities, supported by government entities at multiple
levels. FL—LOWPA, in cooperation with its member
counties and local, regional, state and federal orga—
nizations, can facilitate cooperative watershed man-
agement in the Lake Ontario basin by supporting:
0 sharing of technical and program information
6 public education and involvement forums
9 community-based strategic planning
0 local leadership development
0 grassroots initiatives to coordinate priorities
across watersheds
The WQB of the IIC has a strengthened commitment
resulting from the conference to help foster commu-
2
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The Conference Process
FL-LOWPA’S annual public forum is designed to
encourage dialogue about the future desired states
of water resources within the Finger Lakes - Lake
Ontario region, and management strategies to help
achieve those desired states. This conference is de-
signed to cycle throughout the 24-county program
area, eachyear focusing on two or more neighboring
lake watersheds of interest. It is expected that, every
five years, each conference site will be revisited to
track progress and reconsider directions in watershed
management (see Figure 1).
Target audiences for the conference series are public
officials; agricultural producers; recreational users;
lakeshore and watershed residents; scientists and
researchers; educators; environmental groups; lake
associations; developers; resource managers; busi-
ness owners; and all others who have a stake in the
region’s water resources. A broad range of view-
points is sought intentionally to reﬂect the many in—
terests inherent in watershed management. Each con-
ference devotes a major portion of the program to
both facilitated discussion in small groups and whole
audience participation to improve communication
and understanding among diverse stakeholders.
The focus of the 1994 (Otisco, Owasco, and
Skaneateles Lakes watersheds) and 1995
(Canandaigua and Keuka Lakes watersheds) pro-
grams was ecosystem and community-based ap-
proaches to watershed management. The 1996 con—
ference advanced these notions within the framework
 
of coordinating local watershed management efforts
across the Lake Ontario basin ecosystem. The joint
sponsorship of the 1996 conference by FL-LOWPA
and the WQB was mutually beneficial. The WQB is
responsible for developing and reviewingbasinwide
management concepts and initiatives. TheWQB was
seeking practical feedback about obstacles and suc-
cesses in community—based watershed management
from those working at the local level to implement
programs. In turn, FL-LOWPA sought clarification
of basin—level perspectives and priorities, as repre-
sented by the WQB, at its annual conference.
Structure of the 5th Annual Conference
The two—day event featured a dialogue on Friday,
October, 18 between the WQB and FL-LOWPA. To-
gether, and with an audience of about 50, the two
groups grappled with questions about how best to
apply basinwide management concepts at the local
level and, alternatively, how best to coordinate local
programs to result in basinwide protection (see page
8). Friday’s dialogue was followed by a public re—
ception with exhibits from 29 organizations (see page
42). IJC Commissioner Alice Chamberlin spoke on
the IIC’s water quality priorities (see page 32).
Saturday, October 19 was the public conference (see
page 51). In his opening remarks, New York State
Senator George Maziarz offered the process of put-
ting together a jigsaw puzzle as a metaphor for wa—
tershed management, a theme which was revisited
throughout the conference sessions (see text of speech
I,
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page 6). Other presentations included an overview
of FL-LOWPAand its vision for coordinated water-
shed management in the Lake Ontario basin, given
by James Skaley, Chair of FL—LOWPA’s Water Re-
sources Board (see page 34). Gerry Mikol, Director
of New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (DEC) Region 9, gave an introduction
to the Lake Ontario Lakewide Management Plan
(LaMP) and DEC’s Basin Team approach to citizen
involvement (see page 36). Bill Muszynski, Deputy
Regional Administrator for US. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) Region 11, gave a luncheon
address on EPA’s community-based environmental
initiatives (see page 39).
An important portion of the Saturday program was
dedicated to small, working groups and feedback on
their findings. Six breakout groups identified prior-
ity obstacles to cooperative watershed management
and strategies to overcome those obstacles. The
breakout groupings were “nested,” in that each rep-
resented a distinct, drainage sub-unit of the Lake
Ontario watershed, but all were related as a function
of being either upstream or downstream of each other
and /or by being part of a more comprehensive ba-
sin ecosystem (see page 10).
The written output from each breakout group was
displayed during an exhibit and networking session.
During this time, a group of facilitators and resource
' people met to synthesize the sizable output from the
six groups into a short list of priority obstacles and
recommended actions to be addressed during an
afternoon interactive panel discussion. The afternoon
panel included representatives from local, state, and
 
federal level agencies (US. and Canadian); agricul-
ture; a non-profit environmental organization; the
Great Lakes research community; and the New York
State Legislature. The panel discussion was profes—
sionally moderated, with audience participation (see
page 26).
Expected Outcomes
Some expected outcomes of the conference included:
Clearer understanding of roles and relation-
ships at multiple levels of water resources man-
agement (local, regional, state, provincial, fed—
eral and international). This was accomplished
through: the Friday dialogue and reception with
exhibits; presentations from IJC, DEC, EPA, and
FL-LOWPA; and the interactive breakout group
and panel discussions. New relationships were
fostered through opportunities for networking
and sharing of ideas.
Identification of priority obstacles to coopera-
tive watershed management, as defined by the
six breakout groups.
Suggested actions to overcome obstacles, as
defined by the breakout groups and developed
further through the interactive panel, with com-
mitments to action in some areas.
Recommendations to improve the facilitation of
cooperative watershed management in the Lake
Ontario basin which can guide FL-LOWPA,
WQB, and other organizations with an interest
in water resources, into the next century.
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The Honorable George D. Maziarz
6lst District, New York State Senate
 
   
George D. Maziarz represents the 6 7“ District (Niagara, Orleans, and a por—
tion of Monroe County) in the New York State Senate. In his opening re-
marks at the conference on Saturday, October I9, 7996, Senator Maziarz com-
pared watershed management to the process of putting together a jigsaw puzzle. This
metaphor was well-received and often referenced during subsequent sessions, becoming a thematic backdrop for the
conference. The jigsaw puzzle metaphor provided an easily understood framework for discussing obstacles to cooperative
watershed management and strategies to overcome them. The appreciation expressed by conference attendees for the
jigsaw puzzle metaphor is reﬂected in the design of this report. Senator Maziarz’ remarks are reproduced in their entirety
below. The remarks are positioned intentional/y in this report prior to the discussion of participatory conference sessions
and their outputs so that the reader may have the benefit of the metaphor which informed the conference as a whole.
Good Morning! It’s a genuine pleasure for me to be
with you this morning and to have the opportunity
to welcome youvto this conference on Linking Local
Watershed Management Eﬂ'orts across the Lake Ontario
Basin. This is the fifth annual conference sponsored
by the Water Resources Board and I congratulate the
Board on its wisdom and initiative in bringing people
together to pool resources, expertise, and experience.
I also want to wish the newly expanded and renamed
Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Al-
liance the best of success in achieving the goals that
we all share. I also thank all of you for taking a Sat-
urday to devote to planning and problem solving on
behalf of the Lake Ontario basin ecosystem and all
of us who call it home.
The values of watersheds are no secret to anyone here
today. Among many other values, they provide:
0 Natural ﬂood and erosion control
6 Water quality maintenance
0 Groundwater recharge
6 Biological productivity and diversity
9 Fish and wildlife habitats
0 Historical and archeological values
9 Environmental and outdoor education
9 Agricultural productivity
0 Recreational and tourism opportunities
 
New York State’s two largest industries, agriculture
and tourism, depend on healthy watersheds. Com—
bined with all these other values, there is no down—
side to effectively protecting and managing them.
Just like all things in watershed ecosystems depend
on each other to thrive, so do local communities in a
watershed need each other to realize full economic,
water quality, educational, and environmental ben-
efits from the watershed. The state and federal agen-
cies and the international programs need the local
communities; we’re pretty much all in this together;
We have to be.
Let me share with you a metaphor, simplistic, per-
haps, and not perfect, but I think illustrative of what
effective watershed management efforts need to re-
flect.
I want you to picture yourself doing a jigsaw puzzle.
When you’re putting together a jigsaw puzzle, you
have to do two things simultaneously and constantly,
or you’ll never be successful in completing the task.
First, you have to pay close attention to those indi-
vidual small pieces to discover how their unique
edges fit together, how they compliment each other
and where they rub each other the wrong way. Pretty
soon, you have these little islands of matching pieces
all over the table top, seemingly unconnected to each
other except that they’re on the same table, but that’s
okay, because each one of these little growing islands
of complimentary pieces gives you a glimpse of the
whole image you are aiming for. The payoff is in
figuring out how to connect everything to produce
6
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 that final image, and so you can’t leave any pieces
out and you have to constantly look for linkages.
How do you do this? You’re able to have confidence
in this multi-faceted approach only to the degree that
you are simultaneously being guided by the larger
image, by the understanding of how it’s all contrib-
uting to the "big picture”. Discovering the “fit” of
the pieces while being guided by the larger image is
the only way you’re ever going to complete that com-
plex puzzle.
The management of the Lake Ontario basin some-
times seems like a really advanced jigsaw puzzle,
doesn’t it? One of those two-sided, 2,000—piece jig-
saw puzzles. On one side, the pieces fit together to
produce an understanding of the integrated complex-
ity of the watershed ecosystems and the conse-
quences of human activity on them. The more of
these pieces that we can fit together, the clearer un-
derstanding we’ll have of what needs to be done and
how to do it effectively and economically.
On the other side, the pieces fit together to reveal the
multiple, collaborative and multi-jurisdictional efforts
to clean up, manage, and protect the Lake Ontario
watershed. Watershed and political boundaries of-
ten overlap. Furthermore, different components of a
watershed are usually administeredby different agen-
cies. Yet restoration of an aquatic ecosystem, for ex-
ample, requires that the management of all signifi-
cant ecological elements be coordinated in a compre-
hensive approach. It may often seem like a frustrat-
ing if not impossible challenge to fit the edges ofsome
of these pieces together, but with cooperation, tenac-
ity, and creativity, the fit will be discovered.
An example of a really nice fit is the Finger Lakes -
Lake Ontario Watershed Protection Alliance, now 24
counties strong. With shared resources and a com-
mon vision while preserving local decision making
on priorities and programs, the Alliance’s successful
efforts will be multiplied and will serve as a role
model for other watershed communities.
Another powerful fit is represented in this room to-
day. Each of us who care deeply aboutthe Lake
Ontario basin has different strengths that we bring
to the effort to clean up, protect, and manage the
watershed. We should celebrate and appreciate them
all. For example, probably everyone in this room
knows more than I do about the scientific and social
aspects of watershed management, and your research
 
is fundamental to any commitment of action. Some
of you are experts of the history, details, and imple—
mentation of the multiple programs, initiatives, and
agreements that attempt to build public participa-
tion, consensus and action on behalf of the basin’s
water quality. Perhaps you were even a player in
the creation of these alliances and collaborations.
Others of you are community members caring
enough to participate in decision making processes
at the local level. Others are educators connecting
school children with their watershed heritage.
And some are like me, a public servant able to inﬂu-
ence, as much as I can, the legislature’s awareness,
commitment, and support of efforts to complete the
watershedjigsaw puzzle. I was thrilled to have been
part of the successful effort to secure $1.2 million in
this recent budget for the Finger Lakes - Lake Ontario
Watershed Protection Alliance.
Watershed protection and management is a puzzle
that takes commitment, cooperation, and collabora-
tion. It makes sense from a health perspective. It
makes sense from an economic perspective. And it
makes sense from an environmental perspective. It
also makes sense from a quality of life perspective
because prevention is proactive; remediation is reac-
tive. There is certainly cause for great pride in ac-
complishing the difficult task of addressing existing
problems in the watershed and cleaning them up.
There’s no getting around engaging these challenges.
In tandem with this, however, we need to be proac-
tive in determining the vision we want for our com—
munities linked by our common watershed and we
need to be inclusive in our actions to effectively bring
this vision about. If citizens and their communities
are involved meaningfully, and efforts are made to
integrate everyone’s contribution to watershed plan-
ning and management, the results will be powerful
indeed. The heritage of a community is linked to its
past, present, and future relationship with the land—
its soils, its waters, its biodiversity, its geology—all
of the natural and physical pieces. Is watershed man—
agement and protection worth doing? I’d prefer to
let our great grandchildren answer that, but I think I
know what their answer will be.
Again, let me welcome you and thank you for com—
ing together today to brainstorm and strategize to
complete the jigsaw puzzle of Lake Ontario water-
shed management. It’s a puzzle that, together, we
can complete. The final picture will be a healthy Lake
Ontario basin.
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shed management. WQB members are involved in
the establishment and implementation of policy or
programs at the state, federal, or international lev-
els. FL-LOWPA members implement state, federal
and international policies and programs and develop
grassroots programs to address locally-defined
needs. The two groups are connected in watershed
management as one’s success (or lack thereof) affects
the other’s, and yet opportunities to exchange ideas
and experiences are infrequent. The dialogue was
organized to help “break the ice” between local and
basin-level players in Lake Ontario watershed man-
agement.
The dialogue was arranged so that participants from
FL-LOWPA and the WQB sat in alternating seats at a
U-shaped table. Representatives from the New York
State Association of Regional Councils (Regional
Planning Boards) sat at the dialogue table as well.
An audience of approximately fifty people sat the-
atre style at the open end of the U-shaped formation.
The session began with brief introductions to the
WQB and FL—LOWPA, and the participants at the
table. The 90-minute, moderated dialogue was based
on the two aforementioned questions. Notes on the
discussion were documented for all to see.
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change of knowledge, ideas, and practical experi-
ences. Participants suggested that the WQB was ide-
ally positioned to foster communication through:
0 increasing use of video conferencing
0 making more information available through the
internet
9 convening cooperative learning processes, like
habitat and sediment technology transfer sessions
0 providing up-to—date lists of available resources
and experts
9 updating and re-releasing reports of important
studies like IIC’s Pollution from Land Use Ac-
tivities Reference Group
 
In addition, regional institutions like the IIC’s WQB
can play a key role in linking institutionally separate
issues such as water quantity, water quality, and habi-
tat. The IIC and its Board can help link these issues
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A Process Model for Cooperative
Watershed Management
 
   
Watershed management incorporates a process of decision-making regarding land and water uses, and
modifications in a watershed. This process can allow communities to 1) balance diverse, and sometimes
conﬂicting, goals and uses for local resources; 2) consider the cumulative effect of current human activities
on the long-term sustainability of these resources; and 3) determine how to mitigate unwanted results from
these activities.
Watershed management attempts to comprehen-
sively address contaminant (e.g., point and nonpoint
sources, contaminated sediment remediation), physi-
cal (e.g., ﬂow augmentation, streambank stabiliza-
tion, habitat modification), and biological (e.g., fish
stocking/harvesting, wetland restoration, food web
manipulation) management alternatives to achieve
management goals. Goals are established based on
ecosystem characteristics, public needs, and resources
management input. Watershed management pro-
vides a framework for integrated decision-making
and for identifying and implementing high priority
actions in a process of continuous improvement.
Figure 2 represents a continuous improvement model
for implementing cooperative watershed manage-
ment for the Lake Ontario basin, and identifies the
aspects of this model covered in the conference. The
process outlined in the cooperative watershed man-
 
Breakout Sessions to Identify Obstacles
and Strategies
The breakout sessions provided an opportunity for
conference participants to work in smaller groups (12
to 25 individuals) in an effort to identify and discuss
key obstacles that inhibit the development and imple-
mentation of local watershed plans. The groups were
asked to identify possible actions to overcome the
obstacles in order to promote coordinated local and
basinwide planning efforts. The breakout groups
were geographically—based, representing sub-water-
sheds or portions of watersheds which, when
“nested”, cover most the New York State Lake
Ontario basin (Figure 3). The six groups were:
Group 1. Lake Ontario Central and East (includ-
ing the Black River watershed and
nearshore areas east of Rochester)
agement model brings stakeholders together to re- Group 2. La k e On t a r i 0 we 5 t (in C 111 d in g
view and develop watershed Visions, goals, and ob- Eighteenmﬂe Creek Area of Concern and
jectives. The watershed is then assessed relative to tributaries and nearshore areas west of
the agreed—upon vision, goals and objectives. If the Rochester.
goals and objectives consistent with the watershed
vision are being met, prevention-based programs are Group 3- steg‘? RN“ 3351“ ' Fmger Lakes Ea“
continued to ensure sustainability of resources. If (lnCIUdlng Skaneatdes/ OtlSCOI owascor
the goals and objectives are not being met, the pro- and oneldaLak951'Os‘fvego and seneca Rlv'
cess proceeds with the 1) evaluation of current man— ers} and the oswego RlverArea Of concern)
agement strategies; 2) identification of obstacles; 3) Group 4. Oswego River Basin _ Finger Lakes West
identification of strategies (actions) to overcome ob- - -
stacles' 4) _ ‘t_ t. f tr t I _ d 5 _ 1 (including Cayuga, Seneca, Keuka and
,. priori iza ion 0 s . a egies, an. ) e- Canandaigua Lakes)
mentation of priority strategies in a continuous im-
provement process until the watershed vision is re- Group 5. Lower Genesee River Basin (including the
alized (Figure 2). Rochester Embayment Area of Concern)
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 Lake Ontario
   
Group 1:
Group 2: Lake Ontario West
Group 3: Oswego Lake Basin East
Group 4: Oswego Lake Basin West
Group 5: Lower Genesee River Basin
Group 6: Upper Genesee River Basin
 
 
 
 
 
Lake Ontario East and Central
Figure 3. Geographical areas represented by six breakout groups.
 
Group 6. Upper Genesee River Basin (including
Honeoye, Conesus, Canadice, Hemlock
and Silver Lakes)
The breakout groups were comprised of conference
participantswho live and /or work in the geographi—
cal area; two to three members of the WQB; county
representatives ofFL-LOWPA; a resource person with
program experience in the geographical area; and a
professional facilitator.
The rationale for the "nested" design of the breakout
groupings was threefold. First, the groups could fo-
cus on the issues at the local level and perhaps iden-
tify promising strategies for cooperation which could
be pursued further after the conference.
Second, it
was expected that upstream and downstream link—
ages
would
be
made
within
breakout
groupings.
Linkages would also be made during the afternoon
panel when
ideas from each group were
shared with
all participants.
Third, the use of hydrological bound-
aries to
define
breakout
groups
reinforced
the
con-
 
cept that the watershed should be the primary man—
agement unit for improving or maintaining water
quality.
The facilitator guided the group through a process
that resulted in a list of key obstacles hindering co-
operative watershed planning and management, and
a list of potential actions that could be taken to over-
come the obstacles. The specific steps of the process
were:
1. Warm-up: Participants introduced themselves;
the resource person presented highlights of cur-
rent activities and issues faced in the geographi—
cal area.
2. Brainstorming: The groups identified obstacles
to developing and implementing watershed pro-
grams in their particular geographical area.
3. Sorting and Prioritizing: The groups discussed
the list of obstacles, combining those that were
similar and clarifying those needing more expla-
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 nation. A weighted voting process was used to
identify three highest priority obstacles.
4. Brainstorming: The groups identified possible
strategies to overcome each high priority ob-
stable.
5. Clarifying and Prioritizing: The groups identi-
fied priority strategies based on the following
criteria: greatest chance for success; creative so-
lution; builds on existing efforts; addresses mul-
tiple obstacles; improves local and regional plan-
ning efforts; level of resources needed; and
achievable or “do-able”.
6. Wrap-up: The group reviewed the process and
the resulting list of priority obstacles and pro—
posed strategies.
The work performed in the breakout sessions was
synthesized by the facilitators who, together, exam-
 
ined the work of all six groups. A short list of com-
mon barriers and proposed actions, and particularly
creative ideas, was developed. This summarized in-
formation was presented to the afternoon panel for
feedback. A discussion of the panel session can be
found in the section beginning on page 26.
On the following pages is a description of each
breakout group and summary table of its work. The
language used by each group is preserved in the
tables so as not to change the meaning of the ideas
presented. The breakout groups were considered
an integral part of the conference; the work of each
group is documented in this report so that readers
from the geographical areas represented can con—
sider the information, develop it further, and/or
follow up where appropriate. With common con—
cerns identified across the region, readers may also
benefit from the ideas presented for other geographi-
cal areas.
 
”The long-term vision of FL:
LOWPA is to build a consensus
on resolving the upstream—
downstream problems of
managing water quality to the
mutual beneﬁt of multiple
parties.”
—FL-LOWPA Chair James Skaley
   
Breakout Group 1: Lake Ontario Central
and East
 
Lake Ontario
Central and East
 
Overview
This breakout group discussed obstacles to coopera-
tive watershed management and potential manage-
ment strategies for the Black River watershed and
 
   
Lake Ontario nearshore areas east of Rochester, New
York. Represented in the group of approximately 12
were local elected officials, county, state, provincial
and federal level environmental agencies, academia,
and non—profit educational organizations.
Concern was expressed for a general lack of coordi-
nated watershed management in the rural Black
River watershed. Key obstacles identified by the
group were: 1) lack of a central planning authority;
2) limited motivation at multiple levels of govern-
ments; and 3) lack of Vision (Table 1). There was
agreement in the group that a common vision for the
watershed should beestablished to foster coordi—
nated management efforts at the local level. Com-
East
TABLE 1. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Lake Ontario Central and
High Priority Obstacles
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Lack of central planning
authority for watershed
o Empower local entitites, like County Water Quality Coordinating Committees
(CWOCCs), to work on a watershed basis; NYS can start by asking local entities
for input on how to do this
0 Link CWQCCs so they will work together and communicate; empower county
governments to do this, e.g., through intermunicipal agreements
- Develop a planning tool for watershed management (NYSDEC is developing one)1
state and federal entities)
Limited motivation (local, - Develop outreach plans for various stakeholder audiences to identify problems
and solutions; communicate visions and goals effectively
- Gather cost/benefit data to increase motivation (central planning group)
- Develop/test political support (e.g., workshops for local/elected officials)
 
Lack of vision I Bring together all entities in a watershed to:
1) communicate, share ideas, and identify needs and desires
2) develop a consensus watershed vision with buy-in from all entities
management planning process.
‘ DEC Division of Water is developing a Watershed ManagementAssessmentProcess, a diagnostic tool that can be used to assess
the current water quality and quantity management programs in an area, or that can be used as a first step in a watershed
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 munication among local governments, organizations
and stakeholders should be improved so that com-
mon goals can be developed. County Water Quality
Coordinating Committees should be coordinated on
a watershed basis; data collection and documentation
of problems may be necessary to increase motivation
to work cooperatively to address water quality issues.
Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified, but for which
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints,
included:
§ Political boundaries problematic for watershed
planning
9 Divergence on interpretation of data impedes
implementing solutions
9 Lack of vision at the individual subwatershed
and larger basin levels
 
9 Lack of local funding for water quality projects
9 Lack of communication and awareness among
local officials and planning boards
0 Unwillingness to work together; lack of team—
work (e.g., agriculture and industry)
0 Local agencies not seeing the importance of the
“water quality connection”
0 Reluctance of responsible parties to take own-
ership of a problem
0 Upstream/downstream conflicts and lack of
common understanding of the issues
0 Lack of understanding about the contributions
to the watershed from out-of—basin sources (e. g.,
air sources)
9 Lack of central clearinghouse for Great Lakes
and water quality information
 
"We should not ignore the
potential for improvement
basinwide by chipping away at
smaller sources and problems.”
——NYSDEC Region 9 Director
Gerald F. Mikol
%’°
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Breakout Group 2: Lake Ontario West
 
   
Lake Ontario West
  
Overview
This breakout group focused on the Lake Ontario
nearshore area west of Rochester, New York, includ-
ing the Eighteenrm'le Creek Area of Concern. The
group of approximately 20 included many technically-
trained specialists. The group also included a num—
 
ber of individuals who had worked with intergovern—
mental mechanisms to encourage interjurisdictional
cooperation. Representatives in the group came from
county soil and water conservation districts and health
departments; New York, Ohio and Ontario environ-
mental regulatory agencies; IJC; New York State leg—
islature; Rochester Institute of Technology, Cornell
University, State University of New York at Buffalo
and the College of Environmental Science and For-
estry at Syracuse University; Eighteenmile Creek Citi-
zens Advisory Corrunittee; and consulting firms.
Key obstacles to watershed management identified
by the group were fragmentation of authority and
mandates (forcing agencies to focus on single issues
rather than an integrated approach) and inadequate
funding and incentives (Table 2). The group sug-
gested using multi-stakeholder planning groups and
intergovernmental agreements to deal with frag—
mented authority. Integration of resources was em-
phasized to maximize program efficiency, including
pooling funding and / or funding requests. Economic
and social incentives were recommended to encour-
age support for, and participation in, watershed man—
agement activities.
TABLE 2. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Lake Ontario West
High Priority Obstacles
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
and mandates forces
agencies to focus on single
issues 0 Hold Workshops
Fragmentation of authority
- Form multi-stakeholder/agency groups to cause communication to occur
(e.g., CWQCC) entities
- Develop formal agreements among agencies (e.g., MOUs)
- Identify authorities who have a stake in issues
- Use the new NYSDEC Watershed Management Assessment Process‘
0 Identify a lead agency for a project
Lack of funding
0 Establish trusts; Pool “green money” from contributors (e.g., Green United Way)
- Form partnerships/joint ventures; share resources
- Groups repackage funding requests to public officials so that requests are in
line with the offcials’ politicalagenda
creativity in getting help from
 
Lack of incentives; lack of
0 Offer tax incentives and breaks
public officials
- Offer incentives for farmers to keep land as farms
0 Offer a “Good Neighbor” or environmental stewardship award
 
management planning process.
‘DEC Division of Water is developing a Watershed ManagementAssessmentProcess, a diagnostic tool that can be used to assess
the current water quality and quantity management programs in an area, or that can be used as a first step in a watershed
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 Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified, but for which
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints,
included:
0 Streams and waterways cross jurisdictional
boundaries
0 Including private property owners as stakehold-
ers
O Tendency to look upstream as the source of prob-
lems
0 Historic land use patterns
9 Assumptions about regulations impede volun—
tary improvements by private property owners
 
0 Having to be reactive instead of proactive
9 Shifting priorities
0 Availability of integrated information
0 Science, technology, and management guidance
are lagging for contaminated sediments
9 Maintaining public participation in county Wa-
ter Quality Strategies
0 Need a champion or leader for Remedial Action
Planning in Areas of Concern
o Bureaucratic red tape
0 Perceptions and skepticism about watershed
planning and issues
 
“Clearly, we need to integrate
our environmental protection
efforts so they are as coordi-
nated and mutually-supportive
as the natural systems they are
intended to protect.”
—USEPA Region II
Deputy Regional Administrator
William Muszynski
 Breakout Group 3: Oswego River Basin East Overview
The geographical area covered by this group was the
eastern portion of the Oswego River basin, includ—
ing the Oswego and Seneca Rivers, Oswego River/
Harbor Area of Concern, and Skaneateles, Oneida,
 
Lake 0mm" 1 Onondaga, Owasco, andOtisco Lakes. Water re-
sources in this area range from high quality to se—
‘u / verely degraded with significant impairment of re-
é * source uses such as drinking water, recreation, fish-
! 5 eries, and wildlife habitat. Regulation of water lev-
/ els is a related issue of concern in the geographical
Gro
up 3
area.
Stak
ehol
ders
repr
esen
ted i
n the
brea
kout
grou
p
Oswego Riv'er Basin East r of approximately20 included county health and plan-
ning departments, soil and water conservation dis—
tricts, cooperative extension and environmental man-
  
TABLE 3. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Oswego River Basin East
High Priority Obstacles Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Community conflict Document economic impacts and use to gain support
- Implement better communication/education programs
0 Use conceptual tools to build understanding (watershed models, GIS maps)
- Communicate technical information in an understandable manner
- Enhance understanding of the limits of science
~ Increase people’s ability to think critically (start in elementary schools)
0 Use public involvement forums to build common understanding
- Listen...Listen...Listen, and then ask
Inadequate technical - Get professional support early in process
guidance
- Select expertise based on a good track record
- Find out how and where to ask for support
- Move with caution about emphasizing only scientific results/information
- Embrace various perspectives
- Organize “ask the expert” forums
Limited resources at the 0 Seek university expertise/support; find experts in the community
local level
- Leverage dollars by having sound, technically-based plans
- Provide more training (especially in grant writing) for planners
- Focus on how to avoid costs rather than finding more money
a Target limited resources to highest priorities
0 Petition local/state officials for support
  
- Enhance communication with legislators; promote successes
18
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 agement councils; regional planning councils; shore—
line residents and associations; scientific consultants;
non-profit environmental organizations; state and
federal (Canadian) regulatory agencies; local elected
officials and citizen activists.
The three high priority obstacles to cooperative wa—
tershed management identified by this group were
1) community conflict; 2) inadequate technical guid-
ance; and 3) limited resources at the local level. Strat-
egies discussed to deal with community conﬂict in-
cluded documenting economic impacts related to
water quality (Table 3). Other strategies to deal with
community conflict incorporated public education
and involvement, especially enhancing the publics’
technical knowledge. Involving experts early in the
problem-solving process was suggested to overcome
lack of technical guidance. Several strategies were
suggested to help communities pressed for resources:
seeking local expertise; leveraging funds through
sound, technical plans; training grant writers at the
local level; using cost-avoidance measures; targeting
resources to highest priorities; petitioning local and
state officials for support; and promoting successes.
 
Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified, but for which
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints,
included:
6 Agency overkill leading to apathy at the local
level
9 Political conﬂicts
o Lack of established priorities
0 Decreasing participation in civic activities
o Conflicts between upstream and downstream
stakeholders
o Incremental degradation and /or improve-
ments
9 Lack of time and people
0 Competing agendas
o Poor planning
 
"Without the buy-in of citizens
and local groups, many pro-
grams are going to look nice on
paper, but are not actually going
to achieve much in'rea/ life.”
—USEPA Region II Deputy
Regional Administrator
William Muszynski
9’Q A a®ﬂ§
 Breakout Group 4: Oswego River Basin Overview
West
The geographical focus of this breakout group in-
w
Lake Ontario
i i
  
/
Group 4
Oswego River Basin West
cluded four Finger Lakes in the Oswego River basin
and their connecting channels: Cayuga, Seneca,
Keuka and Canandaigua. Participants in this group
of about 20 represented individual Finger Lake wa-
tershed management programs, county planning de-
partments, soil and water conservation districts, and
cooperative extension associations. Also represented
were Cornell University; regional planning councils;
New York State Federation of Lake Associations and
individual lake associations; New York State and fed—
eral regulatory agencies; and the IJC.
Priority obstacles identified included 1) lack of a
shared sense of responsibility for water problems; 2)
insufficient funding and resources for local groups
and program implementation; and 3) lack of local ca-
pacity to deal with issues (Table 4). Strategies iden-
tified to encourage a shared sense of responsibility
  
emphasized public dialogue and education, making
TABLE 4. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Oswego River Basin West
High Priority Obstacles
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Lack of shared sense of
responsibility for water
problems (i.e., responsibility
is a hard sell and takes a
long time to develop)
Education about real issues (i.e., don’t need a crisis to plan or act)
Present evidence of linkages between individuals and problem (e.g.
upstream/downstream
Stimulate local dialogue
Get ongoing media coverage of Finger Lakes/Lake Ontario issues and actions
Develop a tiered series of issues forums, building from lakeshore out into basin
Build basinwide perspectives and partnerships
Insufficient funding and
resources for local groups
and program implementation
Fundraising
Lobby legislators
Make more efficient use of funds received
Ensure sound, up-to-date county water quality strategies with reasonable
priorities
1) Use special and continuous events
2) Solicit all partners for in-kind services and cash contributions
Lack of local capacity to
deal with issues
 
Coordinate cycles of funding from state/federal sources
Build credibility by showing link to past efforts (e.g., 208 plans)
State and federal agencies package funding to serve county needs
Support leadership development training for local boards
Local groups must initiate contact to basin entities
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 linkages clear (e.g., subwatershed to basin and up-
stream to downstream), and positive media coverage.
To overcome insufficient funding at the local level to
implement programs, local plans (county water qual-
ity strategies) should be up—to-date and have reason-
able objectives; legislators and all local partners should
be solicited for support; and funds received should be
used efficiently. To increase local capacity to deal with
issues, the group proposed expanding local leadership
development programs; informationexchange between
local and basin entities; and establishing credibility by
building upon past efforts.
 
Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified but for which
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints
included:
9 Turf protection and self-interest, as illustrated by
resistance to zoning and the conﬂict between in-
dividual property rights v. the common good.
o Political entities resist the need for, and cost of,
studies; perception that models developed else-
where do not apply locally.
 
”Power for affecting change in
any watershed is at the local
level.”
—Doug Dodge,
Great Lakes Water Quality Board and
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
 
 Breakout Group 5: Lower Genesee River
Basin
 
 
 
Lower Genesee
River Basin
  
Overview
This breakout group focused on the Rochester
Embayment Area of Concern and Genesee River
north of the dam at Mt. Morris, New York. Partici—
pants in the group of approximately 20 included sev-
eral representatives from the Monroe County Reme-
dial Action Planning process for the Rochester
Embayment and Genesee River. The group also in-
cluded representatives from various Monroe County
agencies and the Monroe County Water Quality Man—
agement Advisory Committee, Ontario Ministry of
Energy and Environment, US. Environmental
 
Protection Agency, and the IJC.
The group identified priority obstacles to coopera—
tive watershed management as 1) insufficient public
awareness of water quality issues; 2) insufficient co—
ordination of priority setting across watersheds and
stakeholder groups; and 3) insufficient incentives to
encourage environmentally-sensitive behaviors and
decision-making (Table 5). To overcome insufficient
awareness, the group suggested forming a not-for-
profit organization and hiring an public outreach
coordinator; targeting specific audiences (e.g., inner—
city, panning boards, and homeowners); training
grassroots advocacy teams; creating personal incen—
tives; developing articulate spokespeople; counter-
ing peer pressure messages (e.g., need for green
lawns); providing a balanced perspective; and en-
couraging responsible media coverage of issues.
The group suggested improving coordination of pri-
ority setting through dialogues starting at the
subwatershed level and building out to the broader
basin; identifying win-win situations and making
them priorities; and identifying broad issues and the
necessary work to address them. To encourage sup-
port for, and individual participation in, watershed
management activities, incentives that are identified
locally and emphasize multiple wins should be pro-
moted. Awards and recognition, compliance assis-
tance, and regulatory approaches can complement
volunteer, incentive-based strategies.
Basin
TABLE 5. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Lower Genesee River
High Priority Obstacles
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
homewoners)
aspect of life)
 
Insufficient awareness - Create not-for-profit organization and hire a public outreach coordinator
- Target specific audiences (children, media, inner-city, planning boards,
- Train advocates (form grassroots teams to get into communities; target
inner-city; highlight impact on individual lives)
- Create “incentives” and make it personal (show how one activity impacts another
- Address peer pressure (e.g., need for green lawns)
- Provide balanced perspective for all interests (be sensitive to economic impor-
tance of industry; look at levels of discharge allowed by standards)
0 Convince media of importance of watershed issues and provide timely
information continuously; encourage responsible reporting
0 Help develop articulate spokespeople; develop credibility of spokespeople;
develop clear and easily understood messages
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 TABLE 5. (continued)
High Priority Obstacles Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Insufficient coordination of 0 Coordinate regular dialogue starting at most-local watershed level and
priority setting building out to broader basin
- Identify win-win situations and make them priorities
- Convene meetings of stakeholders (consider geographic scope; issues; affilia
tion; look for people with “jurisdiction” or “representative” perspective, e.g.,
Regional Planning Agency)
- Work with sub-watersheds to set priorities and then get together periodically
with the subgroups to coordinate; ensure regular dialogue (need staff support
to do follow-up and support the dialogue)
- Identify broad issues and initiate work to solve them
- Communicate the importance, value and benefits of critical habitats (use basin
committee to build collective commitment to a set of problems; establish
agreement among different parties and communicate benefits and values of
collective actions)
Insufficient incentives - Identify incentives through local groups (bottom-up)
- Identify multiple incentives (win-win) wherever possible
- Use awards and recognition to promote good actors and better choices
- Make environmentally friendly consumer choices convenient
- Foster compliance assistance (help people learn what to do and how to do it; i
  
Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified but for which 0 inSUffiCient funding a)
'i
included: ronmental indicators
l
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints , lack of a common, easi1y_understood set of envi- ii
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Several small Finger Lakes (Conesus, Honeoye,
Canadice, and Hemlock), Silver Lake, and the Up-
per Genesee River (area south of the dam at Mt.
Morris, New York) were the focus of this breakout
group. Participating in this group were representa-
tives from the Rochester Embayment /Genesee River
Remedial Action Planning process; county planning
and health departments and soil and water conser-
vation districts; environmental consultants; New
York State Farm Bureau; regional planning councils;
state regulatory agencies (New York and Pennsylva-
nia); and the IIC.
     
   
4f
ake Ontario
Upper Genesee Priority obstacles to cooperative watershed manage—
River Basin ment identified by this group were: 1) limited fund-
ing for programs; 2) lack of common Vision for eco-
  
TABLE 6. Strategies to overcome priority obstacles to cooperative watershed management: Upper Genesee River
Basin
High Priority Obstacles Strategies to Overcome Obstacles
Limited tunding - Better present the links between watershed protection, a healthy economy, and
personal health
0 Build political support through additional public education (IJC Education
Information Materials Directory, include inlsupplement university curricula,
Envirothon)
- Obtain grants from Great Lakes Commission (sedimentation and erosion)
and Great Lakes National Program Office (habitat improvement)
- Develop other funding sources and partnerships with other agencies and
corporations
Lack of common vision of - Involve more people through additional outreach and involvement of groups
ecosystem objectives and opinion leaders in actions (watershed management persons need to attend
throughout the watershed on community meetings, use videos on public access channels, and appear
the part of the public, regularly on radio shows)
agencies, and governments
0 Provide additional education regarding ecosystem management and the
watershed concept in schools and for municipal officials
- Involve students in the political process
- Highlight commonalities of stakeholders while recognizing differences
0 Develop key indicators of progress and provide feedback (Lake Ontario
Lakewide Management Plan)
Political divisions within - Provide economic incentives, positive media, and recognition—instead of
watersheds regulation—to encourage and reward upstream assistance with downstream
problems (e.g., Chesapeake Bay watershed)
- Use existing levels of government and provide leadership (well recognized
individual) to promote and tie the basin together (FL-LOWPA; Regional
Planning Councils; Finger Lakes State Parks Director far recreation and
historic preservation links; have politicians represent watersheds)
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 system objectives; and 3) political divisions within
watersheds (Table 6). To overcome limited funding,
the group suggested tapping Great Lakes funding
programs and the development of partnerships be-
tween agencies and corporations. The group also
encouraged public education and better articulation
of the link between watershed protection, personal
health, and a healthy economy to build more politi-
cal support for programs. The group asserted that a
common Vision could be fostered through public in-
volvement and outreach activities, and through a
process that highlights common interests of stake-
holders while respecting differences. Economic in-
centives (over regulatory approaches) and using well—
recognized political leaders to promote watershed
management solutions are two strategies proposed
for overcoming political divisions within watersheds.
Lower Priority Obstacles
Lower priority obstacles identified, but for which
strategies were not discussed due to time constraints,
included:
o Lack of understanding of our impacts on others;
 
tendency to blame someone else in the water-
shed
0 Lack of quantification of the problem to gener-
ate sufficient political interest and funding
0 Land use control is local, but a major tool in deal-
ing with the watershed problem of nonpoint
source pollution
0 Pennsylvania headwaters are not included in
watershed maps or discussion of the watershed
Not enough data and monitoring
0
0 Lack of institutional memory; information not
passed from one local government administra-
tion to another
0 Lack of time; local concerns take precedence over
cooperative efforts
. Not enough information on the positive and
negative costs associated with watershed pro-
gram compliance
. Difficult to convene meetings in a physically
large watershed
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gnteractive Panel
Discussion
 
Overview
Strategies to Overcome Obstacles to
Cooperative Watershed Management
    
 
The purpose of the interactive panel was to synthesize and provide feedback
on ideas resulting from the breakout sessions. Obstacles to watershed management common to several
breakout groups were listed by a group of facilitators and resource people immediately following the breakout
group sessions. Commonly proposed or creative strategies to overcome these obstacles were also noted.
Liaisons to the breakout groups presented the obstacles and /or actions in the form of a question or finding
to a panel for further discussion. The panel represented a broad range of perspectives and expertise, in—
cluding representatives from local, state, and federal agencies (US. and Canadian); agriculture; a non-profit
environmental organization; the Great Lakes research community; and the New York State Legislature.
Panelists included:
o Robert N. Brower, FL-LOWPA and Director, Ca-
yuga County Planning Department
o Thomas Behlen, Water Quality Board and Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency
o Bruce Carpenter, Executive Director, New York
Rivers United
o Renee Forgensi Davison, Director, NYSDEC Re-
gion 8
0 Joseph DePinto, Director, Great Lakes Program,
State University at Buffalo
¢ Simon Llewellyn, Water Quality Board and En-
vironment Canada
o Sue Senecah, Special Assistant to Senator George
Maziarz and Assistant Professor, SUNY College
of Environmental Sciences and Forestry at Syra-
cuse
0 Kyle Stewart, Assistant Director of Government
Relations, New York Farm Bureau
Aprofessional moderator guided the discussion and,
when appropriate, asked the question, “Who is will-
ing to be responsible for this action?” Commitments
could rangefrom volunteering to initiating a dialogue
or meeting on a subject to offering services to facili-
tate or complete an action. Audience participation
was encouraged throughout the session, and notes
from the discussion were recorded on a large screen
for the audience to view. Following is a discussion
of common obstacles, and strategies to overcome
them.
 
Discussion of Common Obstacles and Sug-
gested Actions
Obstacle: Lack of awareness, knowledge, respon-
sibility, and, ultimately, shared vision
Citizens and communities are not “naturally” com-
mitted to proactive, comprehensive watershed plan—
ning. It is likely that such a commitment must be
developed, for often more immediate and backyard
concerns occupy our attention. There is also a ten-
dency to look to others as the source of problems in
watersheds— those upstream look down, those with
septic systems look to bamyards, those in local of-
fices look to state or federal agencies, and vice versa.
Commitment to watershed planning implies a sense
of responsibility to do one’s part to ensure the future
health of a watershed. This commitment can be built
only after citizens and communities become aware
of the importance of watersheds and are knowledge-
m about watershed resources and dynamics.
Awareness and knowledge precede commitment.
The panel offered several suggestions for increasing
education and public involvement processes to help
develop awareness, knowledge, and, ultimater com-
mitment to action. These ideas also offer suggestions
for shaping a community problem-solving and deci-
sion-making process.
Action: Increase public education and involvement
efforts
9 Target specific audiences and be sensitive to their
information needs and concerns. For example,
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 local officials may fear loss of authority in deal-
ing with watershed issues, and so may be reluc—
tant to participate. Local planning boards are a
high priority target audience, as they have con-
trol over land use decisions in New York State.
Local planning boards need training to develop
their capacity to play a significant role in water-
shed planning.
. Identify all stakeholder groups and be sure they
have equal access to information. Information
is power; all should have sound footing in the
process.
9 Encourage democratic participation by being
receptive to people who perceive they have lower
status or less information, and are therefore dis-
advantaged. Forums should be structured to
accommodate working families and family com-
mitments, e.g., by offering child care.
9 Expand interdisciplinary programs at the post-
secondary level to educate future leaders with
broad perspectives in watershed planning and
management.
o Educate legislators in Albany and Washington,
DC; bring technical information in a form leg-
islators can appreciate and use to justify their
support.
o Invest in education; granting agencies should
offer grants larger than $5,000 for education.
6 Recognize the difference between public educa-
tion, which is the dissemination of information,
and public involvement, which involves dia-
logue and input into decisions. Both are needed.
When conducting public involvement, remem-
ber to LISTEN.
. Assign a competent professional to the task of
coordinating education /public involvement; it
is that important! Cornell Cooperative Exten-
sion is a resource for education and training.
Obstacle: Insufficient funding and resources
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ful funding in a competitive environment and 2)
move forward when funds are not available.
Action: Use strategic planning with good coordi-
nation and integration of stakeholders prior to seek-
ing funds
o Do the hard work first by developing a strategic
plan, because good strategic plans get funded.
Strategic plans include:
1. clear priorities
2. a tirneline for implementation and sequence
of activities
3. cost-avoidance measures and creative alter-
natives that emphasize efficient use of funds
(e.g., Can funds be generated rather than re-
lying on grants?)
0 Pool requests under one umbrella; use collabo—
rative requests for funding.
. Develop capacity at the local level to conduct
strategic planning through training programs.
Action: Dedicate individuals in agencies on a wa-
tershed basis to facilitate community-based strate-
gic planning. New York State regional planning
boards and county planning agencies can fill this role.
Action: To increase efficiency, expand existing vol-
unteer-based efforts, such as the Izsak Walton
League’s stream monitoring program.
. Expand volunteer programs to basin level.
o Coordinate local efforts. DEC Regions and six
ecosystem coordinators in Division of Water can
assist by steering local programs to each other.
County Water Quality Coordinating Commit-
tees and groups which conduct monitoring
should be involved in coordinated, basin-level
efforts.
0 Locate and involve local experts in communities.
Obstacle: Insufficient capacity at local level
Many obstacles identified by the breakout groups
impair local capacity to undertake and sustain coop-
erative watershed management initiatives. These
include lack of technical and economic resources,
shared responsibility and motivation, common vi-
sion, established priorities, and planning authority.
Other obstacles impairing capacity-building efforts
are: community conﬂict and lack of teamwork, diffi—
culty coordinating meetings in a geographically-large
 watershed, lack of data on which to base decisions,
“institutional memory" not being passed from one
town administration to the next, a tendency to be
reactive versus proactive, and jurisdictional bound-
aries and institutional fragmentation. Certainly these
problems can be found in all levels of private and
public sectors, but the actions listed here are dis-
cussed in the context of local governments and com—
munities pursuing watershed management pro-
grams.
Action: Create and support local leadership devel-
opment
o Utilize colleges and universities
o Involve kindred organizations which share your
goals to assist in watershed initiatives. Be open
to unusual and unexpected opportunities. Ex-
amples include:
1. Virginia Master Gardeners teaches water
quality concepts to develop “water-wise gar—
deners”
2. Kelly’s Island in Ohio was turned into an eco-
tourism center by a bed and breakfast orga—
nization
3. Historical societies can incorporate water—
shed concepts into tours and programs
o Communicate effectively with business interests
to generate support. Articulate the link between
healthy economy and high water quality. In-
volve Chambers ofCommerce. FL-LOWPA and
Seneca Lake Pure Waters Association can work
together to secure more participation from the
business sector for the 1997 conference (goal of
at least 5% participantsrepresenting business in-
terests).
Who will promote and coordinate leadership pro-
grams?
o Use existing models so as not to reinvent the
wheel: Leadership Cayuga and Leadership
Rochester. Bob Brower, Cayuga County Planning
Department and DEC Region 8 are contacts, re—
spectively.
o Coordinate a statewide program through
Cornell Cooperative Extension. DEC and
US. EPA should fund the program. Indi-
vidual, small grants are not productive.
 
Obstacle: Insufﬁcient coordination of authority and
priority-setting across watersheds
The statement “Water does not abide by political
boundaries” sounds cliché. The implication of this
nevertheless factual statement is the clear need for
coordinated management of water resources. To
manage watersheds well requires coordination
among political jurisdictions and agencies with frag-
mented authority. Communication is essential to
broaden perspectives, develop common priorities
and clarify roles and commitments.
Action: Support bottom-up watershed initiatives
to develop common priorities and buy-in
o Create or use existing groups to facilitate inte-
gration of jurisdictions and authorities (e.g.,
county water quality coordinating committees).
0
Get all organizations and agencies to a table to
foster common understanding and partnerships.
Each needs to understand its role in the group
and to take the group’s decisions back to the
home organization. The group’s priorities can
then become understood by all. Examples of ef-
forts include:
1. Irondequoit Bay Coordinating Committee
2. Canandaigua Lake Watershed Policy Com—
mittee
3. Lower Genesee River public dialogue
0 Be ﬂexible. Agencies and authorities may have
to give something up ~— or be willing to step aside
from its jurisdictional framework and responsi—
bilities to include others (e.g., the Lake Superior
Program is staffed by an employee working
jointly for federal and provincial agencies; an
advantage to both jurisdictions).
9
Foster communication through formal agree-
ments, such as Memoranda of Understanding
(MoUs) or "performance partnership agree-
ments.” MoUs should establish timelines to tar-
get and show progress.
o Use a Council of Governments if too many
parties are involved, making an MoU un-
wieldy.
0
Develop an assessment tool for watershed man—
agement groups to evaluate their programs and
identify overlaps and gaps. DEC Division of
Water is developing a Watershed Management
Assessment Process, a diagnostic tool that can be
28
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 used to assess the current water quality and
quantity management programs in an area.
9 Coordinate dialogues on a tiered—basis, begin-
ning at the local level and broadening to the
watershed or basin level.
o Provide pressure, incentives, and guidance to
local jurisdictions to work out solutions. The
Q’Q
New York State Legislature can fund and/ or as—
sist with enabling legislation when a sound plan
with local consensus is presented. Examples
include the Long Island Pine Barrens experience
and New York City—Catskill Watershed Agree—
ment. NYSDEC can provide 604(b) funds to
regional planning boards for watershed pro—
gramming at the local level.
 
”Our potential for both regional
and basin-Wide improvement is
better if we work
together.”
—NYSDEC Region 9 Director
Gerald F. Mikol
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The Conference Steering Committee additionally rec-
ommends the following to FL-LOWPA and the WQB
to improve their roles in the facilitation of coopera-
tive watershed management:
1.
W30
It is recommended that FL-LOWPA continue to
improve its conference cycle by using the model
from the 1996 Lake Ontario basin forum and ap-
plying it to the subwatershed level, including
Finger Lakes and river basins. The model guides
a community—based process to stimulate water-
shed visions and goals and evaluate strategies
for meeting goals. It is recommended that FL-
LOWPA members take ownership of the output
from local conferences by 1) using the output
from these forums to continuously improve cur-
rent watershed management strategies for the
watersheds they represent and 2) ensuring the
implementation of specific conference recom-
mendations where appropriate. FL-LOWPA’s
five—year conference cycle should be coordinated
with the IIC so that, every fifth year, the forum is
co—sponsored by FL-LOWPA and the IJC’s WQB
to bring together local and regional perspectives
for a basinwide conference on Lake Ontario (see
recommendation 4 below).
It is further recommended that FL-LOWPA ad—
vocate the use of facilitated processes for com-
munity-based, cooperative watershed manage-
ment. Recognizing that resources are not con-
sistently available at the local level for facilitated
processes, FL-LOWPA should provide training
to its membership in the cooperative watershed
management model demonstrated at the 1996
conference and in facilitation methods.
It is recommended that FL-LOWPA members
take responsibility for bringing basinwide infor—
mation and perspectives from regional entities,
 
such as the IJC and the Lake Ontario Lakewide
Management Plan (LaMP), to discussion at the
local level. As a starting point, FL-LOWPA rep-
resentatives can offer the information in the Oc-
tober 18-19, 1996 conference report to coopera-
tors involved in grassroots watershed manage-
ment and planning efforts.
It is recommended that the IIC use its review and
evaluation role to convene LaMP, Remedial Ac-
tion Plan (RAP), fishery management, and other
watershed stakeholders around Lake Ontario to
review progress collectively and promote inte-
gration/cooperation. Perhaps the IIC could con-
vene one such meeting/ forum on each of the five
Great Lakes during a five—year, iterative cycle.
Advantages of a five-year, iterative review cycle
would be: one Great Lake is a realistic scale to
review progress and the need for integration;
such a meeting /forum would create efficiencies
for the IJC and state/ provincial and federal gov—
ernments; it would foster lakewide alliances (i.e.,
it could demonstrate the importance and need
for local watershed efforts to achieve lakewide
goals and objectives, and that some impairments
in Areas of Concern like fish consumption advi-
sories cannot be solved by RAPs alone and will
require whole lake action through LaMPs); and
such a meeting/forum would serve as a good
mechanism to celebrate successes and measure
incremental progress (using a common set of in—
dicators) consistent with practical application of
an ecosystem approach and watershed manage-
ment. FL-LOWPA should be a co-sponsor of the
IJC meeting/ forum for Lake Ontario.
It is recommended that the IIC update or re-re—
lease the work of its Pollution from Land Use
Activities Reference Group (PLUARG). Many
people felt the PLUARG work is still relevant and
[inking Local Watershed Management Eﬂ‘orts 7410055 We [ake Ontario Basin
 timely, considering the current emphasis on wa- restoring waters within Lake Ontario and its ba-
tershed planning and management. The IJC sin. Perhaps the IJC could act as a facilitator/
could recommend that the federal, state, provin— resource available to agencies in interpreting and
cial, and local governments use the PLUARG applying the findings and recommendations of
report as a benchmark to measure progress in PLUARG.
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The IJC views the outstanding work of Monroe
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he d
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t a
nd
implementation of the Rochester Embayment RAP
as one of the best examples of community-based plan-
ning and management in the Great Lakes basin. All
stakeholders in the Rochester Embayment Remedial
Action Plan (RAP) should be very proud ofwhat has
been accomplished.
One of the roles of the IJC under the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) is to assist the
Parties in achieving the goals of the GLWQA. It is
the hope of the IJC that the achievement of those goals
will strengthen the work of regional and local agen—
cies. Virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances
is one of the hallmark goals of the GLWQA.
In the two decades of progress under the GLWQA,
both countries and the states and provinces have
faced the “worst first” in end-of—the-pipe and haz-
ardous waste site cleanup. Now, as resources for
remediation are tight at every level of government,
we are dealing with some pollutants that can be
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 stands the importance of a solid scientific under-
standing of the effects of these contaminants, not only
for our generation, but future generations.
Sources and Pathways of Persistent Toxic Sub-
stances both Internal and External to the Basin: The
HC’s WQB is working with the International Air
Quality Advisory Boardto summarize the state of
knowledge pertaining to the sources and pathways
of persistent toxic substances. For example, it has
been found that over 90% 0f the PC85 entering Lake
Superior are coming from the atmosphere and some
of this is coming in from outside the basin. We need
to know the relative contributions of such contami-
nants from all sources and pathways so that man-
agement efforts can be prioritized, and so that pro-
grams administered in the local watersheds and re—
ductions in contaminants achieved locally are not
compromised by sources outside a local watershed.
For some contaminants, it may take multi—national
efforts to achieve our goals. In this case everyone
lives downstream/ downwind and everyone will
benefit from these efforts.
Remediation and Management of Contaminated
Sediments: The IJC’s WQB is evaluating current pro-
grams and activities, identifying barriers and ob-
stacles to sediment remediation, and making recom-
mendations to overcome those obstacles and barri—
ers. A1142 Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes Basin
have contaminated sediments. But not all areas have
the same severity of sediment problems or geographi-
cal extent of problems. We need to know where we
need sediment remediation and where we can use
the no action alternative (i.e., source control and natu—
ral recovery). We need to know how to undertake
sediment remediation, how to ensure it is cost-effec—
tive, how to ensure a step-wise approach to sediment
remediation, and how to gain public acceptance of
the preferred remedial option. None of these are
easy questions and we are all learning. This issue is
not only important to stakeholders in New York Ar-
eas of Concern, but stakeholders working to restore
Onondaga Lake that is contaminated with mercury.
Pesticides: Another locally-important IJC priority is
pes
tic
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The workshop reviewed the current-information re—
lated to urban, suburban, and agricultural pesticide
usage throughout the basin, and developed a vari-
ety of recommendations for achieving additional re-
ductions in pesticide use. This pesticide issue is di—
rectly relevant to Upstate New York because of the
extensive agricultural emphasis on fruit production.
It is also relevant to the IJC’s work on pollution pre-
vention as an important tool for achieving virtual
elimination. The summary and conclusions of this
workshop will be sent to representatives of all Areas
of Concern and will be available on the internet.
Science, Research and the IJC: Other IIC priorities
include work on ecological modelling for Lake Erie
and improving the effectiveness of science and re-
search in the Great Lakes. The IJC is very concerned
about the magnitude of research cuts in the Great
Lakes. A survey of research institutions performed
by the Council of Great Lakes Research Managers
revealed that the average budget cuts of 31 research
establishments will be about 50% between 1994 and
1997. The number of researchers employed by these
institutions is predicted to decline at least 47% in
the same time period. All of us should be concerned
because research and science is the foundation of our
management programs such as watershed plans,
subwatershed plans, RAPs, and lakewide manage—
ment plans (LaMPs).
RAPs and LaMPs: The IJC also has responsibility for
evaluating progress of RAPs and LaMPs. While ev—
eryone acknowledges that not every RAP has had
success in its planning and remediation efforts, the
IIC believes that Remedial Action Planning Programs
and Lakewide Management Planning Programs are
on the cutting edge of implementing ecosystem-
based management and watershed management.
Not only are local watershed management practitio-
ners learning how to restore and sustain ecosystems,
but we all are learning how to ensure such local ef—
forts are complementary and reinforcing with re-
gional and basinwide efforts.
The programs and work of the participants in this
conference in integrating the work of local, regional,
and basinwide remediation are essential. The IJC
congratulates all Upstate New York stakeholders for
their efforts and accomplishments. Thank you for
being a partner in restoring and sustaining the in-
tegrity of your local ecosystem and the integrity of
the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.
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Al-
liance is that local economy depends on local re-
sources; protecting and maintaining water resources
helps to sustain the local economy. The linkage be—
tween economy and water resources is evident in the
region. Consider the importance of potable drink-
ing water supplies, water-based recreation, the tour—
ism industry, and general quality of life supported
by the area’s lakes and waterways.
How did the Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed
Protection Alliance come to be? The Alliance
evolved from a single common need in the mid-
1980’s: control of Eurasian watermilfoil, which was
affecting recreational resources in several of the Fin-
ger Lakes. The program was funded by the New York
State Legislature as the Finger Lakes Aquatic Veg-
etation Control Program. This was a grassroots ini—
tiative with broad support locally. There were also
economic incentives for the program. For example,
lakefront properties provide proportionally more tax
income to municipalities. As conditions particularly
in a small water body deteriorate, recreational uses
of the water body are more limited, and there is the
potential for assessed valuations to go down.
Interest in maintaining the recreational uses of these
lakes is high as demonstrated by the tens of thou-
sands of dollars spent by local governments and by
private lake associations on mechanical harvesting
of aquatic weeds. Recently, there has been interest
in spending moneys on chemical control which, be-
 
sides being very expensive, may lead to the release
of excessive nutrients resulting in algal blooms.
Attracting tourist dollars is a major effort in the re—
gion. Many tourists come interested in water-related
activities such as fishing for bass and lake trout; boat-
ing; or the use of the barge canal and its historic points
of interest. Many visitors take back home a lasting
impression either of clean lakes, a pleasant swimming
beach, a good catch of fish, or one not so pleasant, in
which case a second visit to the area is less likely.
For some communities, the lakes and streams pro—
vide an even more important resource: drinking wa-
ter. Deprived of a clean and healthy source of water,
these communities would be burdened with the
added costs of filtration and treatment to provide citi-
zens and industries the water needed at a reason-
able cost.
While economic incentives such as I have mentioned
are important to mobilize concern, the support may
be uneven in a watershed due to perceived differ—
ences in benefits. This perception may be summed
up as, "Your gain may be my loss.”
There are political incentives for the program as well.
As indicated on the map showing the basin and the
member counties, the area's hydrologic units cross
numerous political boundaries. Demographics vary
across the region, with population centers tending
to be concentrated on the downstream part of the
principal watersheds. Upstream population density
tends to be lower. Population means votes and in-
ﬂuences distribution of the State’s fiscal resources.
Downstream populations feel the impacts of dete—
riorating watersheds, ﬂooding, soil erosion and sedi—
mentation, high concentrations of nutrients and the
potential for waterborne parasites such as
34
(
k
m
[ink
ing [
oca/
Wate
rsne
a Ma
nag
eme
nt Ef
forts
Acro
ss tn
e Lak
e Ont
ario
Basi
n
 
 cryptosporidium and girardia which may pose health
risks. Upstream people have their own problems,
like loss of valuable property due to erosion and lack
of fiscal resources to maintain watersheds.
How does FL-LOWPA function? FL-LOWPA em—
braces a grassroots approach, decisions by consen—
sus, and sharing of information and resources. What
exactly do we do? Macrophyte control is still a ma-
jor concern. Presently we are studying the possibil-
ity of a biological control for milfoil which we be-
lieve has substantial promise. The benefits of bio-
logical control are that it is natural, will reestablish a
balanced lake ecosystem, and is far less expensive
thanmechanical or chemical controls. Other program
activities include erosion control, pollution monitor—
ing, public forums and educational programs, re-
search on lakes and streams, and whole watershed
management approaches.
What are our objectives? Our first objective is to
build alliances. This includes working cooperatively
with other agencies to better utilize resources and
more effectively implement programs. Our second
obj
ect
ive
is t
o i
nst
itu
tio
nal
ize
the
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thr
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costs. Therefore, another objective is to seek contin-
ued funding for FL-LOWPA.
What is our action plan? Our action plan is to coor—
dinate public forums such as this one; to work at the
local and regional levels to identify stakeholders and
to work with these stakeholders to overcome ob-
stacles to whole watershed management; and to pro-
vide resources to fund local solutions and address
watershed concerns.
The long-term vision of the Water Resoures Board as
the governing board of FL-LOWPA, and its member
counties, is to build a consensus on resolving the
upstream-downstream problems of managing water
quality to the mutual benefit of multiple parties. To
do this, the Board will continue to do what it has dem-
onstrated to be successful over the past decade:
q build grassroots support for local solutions to
water quality problems
o support whole watershed management perspec-
tives and approaches to linkupstream and down—
stream concerns
. support management strategies and research
designed to benefit all member counties, the Fin-
ger Lakes, and the Lake Ontario basin.
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I want to focus my remarks this morning on three
general areas. First, I will give a brief overview of
the entire Great Lakes basin. I think it is important
to step back and have an appreciation for the mag—
nificence and importance of this shared resource. Sec-
ond, I will give a very brief overview of the Lake
Ontario LaMP process and why it’s important to New
York. I will not give you all the details, but rather
key concepts about the project, and I encourage you
to talk to me and other folks here today fromthe agen-
cies dealing with the lakewide management process.
I will also discuss New York’s basin team approach
to the LaMP public involvement process and ulti-
mately its implementation.
Senator Maziarz was accurate when he referred to
the watershed as a jigsaw puzzle. The Great Lakes
are a giant jigsaw puzzle. Geographical information
is important for understanding of the size and diver-
sity of the basin’s resources. There are five very dif—
ferent Great Lakes flowing from Canada and seven
Upper Great Lakes States through New York State
and on to the Atlantic Ocean via the St. Lawrence
River. This is a huge basin with very different lakes,
rivers, peoples and problems.
As a former scientist, I like statistics. I use statistics
here to impress upon you the magnitude of this re-
source. The Great Lakes Basin includes:
. 5 lakes and 4 connecting channels;
9 8 states and 2 provinces;
9 300,000 square miles;
 
o 5,000 cubic miles of water;
. 40 million people living in the basin in Canada
and the U.S.;
As a resource:
9 About 30 million depend on the Great Lakes for
domestic water supply;
o About 2.5 million metric tons of raw materials
and commodities are moved yearly on the Great
Lakes by cargo ships;
9 Recreational fishery and associated economic
benefits are estimated at about $5 billion annu-
ally;
The Lakes equal about 20 percent of the earth’s avail-
able freshwater, but only one percent of the water in
the lakes is renewable annually. What this means is
very little water leaves the Great Lakes on an annual
basis — a very slow turnover rate. This is important
because it has driven policies of the U5. and Canada
for many years on persistent toxic substances.
New York’s Great Lakes Basin And Sub-Basins
There are six major Great Lakes sub—basins, with Lake
Champlain included. New York’s Great Lakes basin
equals about 40 percent of the State’s surface area
and about 19,000 square miles. Major metropolitan
areas in the basin include Buffalo, Rochester and Syra—
cuse. In contrast, rural agricultural areas also make
up the basin, including the Genesee River basin and
the Finger Lakes drainage area. The sport fishing in-
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My intention in providing this kind of background
information is to convey that the Great Lakes are a
significant natural resource and economic influence
for both the US. and Canada. They are a significant
recreational resource. Due to the size of the basin
and its slow rate of flushing, it is important to re—
duce persistent contaminants to the system and man-
age the water resource.
Chronology Of Lake Ontario Programs
I want to indicate the long-term involvement and
commitment of New York State and the other agen-
cies and partners in managing this resource by list-
ing major milestones over the years. These are the
agreements most important in terms of water qual-
ity:
1972: Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement -
Amended in 1987
1987: Four—Party Declaration of Intent
(USEPA, Environment Canada, OMEE,
NYSDEC)
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1990: USEPA Critical Programs Act
1995: Four-Party Work Plan
1996: Draft Stage I LaMP
1997: Stage I LaMP (anticipated)
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substance causing a problem lakewide. An ex-
ample is related to fish consumption advisories;
levels of PCBs are elevated in fish causing an
impairment lakewide.
o Identify causes of problems and sources of criti-
cal substances, and develop or focus programs
on reducing the input of substances deemed to
be causing the identified use impairments.
. Coordinate and integrate with existing pro-
grams and agencies. We don’t want to reinvent
the wheel. The Stage I of the LaMP includes the
evaluation of the ecosystem health and identifi-
cation of sources of problems. Stage II, and stages
after that, will include implementation proce—
dures and recommendations that come out of the
process. The LaMP process charges us with coor-
dinating and integrating programs and agencies
working on Lake Ontario.
. Develop a constituency for the Lake. This is an
indirect result of the LaMP, but a key one. With-
out a constituency for the resource —- without
stewards of the resource — implementing
cleanup and protection programs are more diffi-
cult for all of us.
Pertinent Questions
How do we implement basinwide programs to re-
duc
e c
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wid
e
use impairments? Some problems are clearly
basinwide and beyond the scope of regions or local
communities. An example might be inputs of atmo-
spheric contaminants causing problems, but originat—
ing out of state. This is the kind of problem the LaMP
will allow the Four Parties — the state, provincial
and federal agencies — to deal with more effectively.
What about sources that may not necessarily be
causing lakewide problems, but certainly cumula-
tively affect the overall ecosystem health of the
basin? We should not ignore the potential for im-
provement basinwide by chipping away at smaller
sources and problems. State and federal governments
can facilitate implementation, but cannot effectively
accomplish it. This is due to the fact that most imple—
mentation of projects and programs that will ulti—
mately improve the Lake Ontario basin ecosystem
and the Lake itself have to occur at a lower level; 10-
cal and regional implementation is needed.
What is wrong with our current approach? What
aren't we doing? My contention is that the state and
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It is a 20—year effort with real benefits obvious to us.
We are doing a fairly good job passing funds, re-
sources, and technologies through to local groups and
programs. Our pollution prevention programs are a
good example of that. The missing piece here is re-
gional. I do not think we have been able to organize
effectively at the regional level to accomplish as much
as we have at the statewide, basinwide, or local lev-
els. I define regions here as watersheds. Watersheds
cross political boundaries like town and county lines,
and Regional DEC boundaries as well. Improving
regional or watershed ecosystem health will be the
challenge for New York State in the coming years.
Local And Regional Environmental Initiatives
Myperception is that local and regional environmen—
tal initiatives should mirror the LaMP objectives, but
be locally or regionally-based. There are many re-
cent examples of successes along these lines, espe-
cially in the Finger Lakes and Central New York re—
gion. The Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed Pro-
tection Alliance is a good example. The Genesee
River basin management planning effort is another.
Examples of local successes include the Friends of
the Buffalo River and the Canandaigua Lake water-
shed planning effort.
This conference is an even better example of the kind
of effort that needs to take place across the state on
environmental issues. Regional alliances, like the one
we’re focusing on here, have great potential for hav-
ing input on and assisting implementation of local
and regional programs that will not only solve wa-
tershed problems in your backyard, but will ulti-
mately solve thebasin’s problems, improving Lake
Ontario.
Strategy For Implementation
How do we want to develop the LaMP so that local,
regional and basinwide implementation makes
sense? State and federal agencies should continue
to focus on lakewide, big picture issues. We should
also support and integrate local and regional efforts
that identify causes and sources. We need to depend
on local implementation, forcing ourselves to make
bottom-to—top connections so that we can better meet
 
our long-term objectives. Local implementation is
the key to successful implementation. Twenty years
of success stories on the Great Lakes and elsewhere
have really been driven by top-down kinds of policy
and direction from state and federal agencies. It is
time to turn that around.
New York State’s LaMP Approach: Basin Teams
We are in the process of establishing basin teams for
public involvement in the LaMP process. We should
continue to think about the long-term goals of im-
proving Lake Ontario while supporting local and
regional efforts. The Lake Ontario LaMP should be
a backdrop to the work you are doing in the basin
and sub-basins, not to direct what you do, but to in-
tegrate what you do into the big picture: Lake
Ontario. We’ll use the LaMPbasin teams to network
local and regional alliances across the Lake Ontario
basin. This will provide a better forum for informa—
tion exchange.
Basin teams will help document efforts to improve
the basin ecosystem. We hope basin teams will as—
sess what has —- and has not — been done, and set
priorities for action. We would like the teams to pro-
vide inputto the LaMP process and network. Teams
should think of Lake Ontario as the backdrop to lo-
cal and regional efforts.
Why do we need each other?
Our potential for both regional and basinwide im-
provement is better if we work together. We will do
that by exchanging ideas, successes and problems.
We will hopefully realize a much greater improve—
ment by leveraging all our resources for this effort.
State and federal government agencies can no longer
be the sole source of funds and resources for these
efforts.
How do you get involved?
Today’s conference will help you gather information
on how to get together with us. The Four Parties are
developing a draft LaMP document that will soon
be out for public review. Look for announcements
and articles on the LaMP public involvement pro-
cess. You can call my office in Buffalo if you need
additional information at (716) 851-7200.
Thanks again for the opportunity.
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 EPA’s Community-Based Environmental Initiatives
Bill Muszynski
Deputy Regional Administrator, USEPA Region II
Thank you for giving me the opportunity to come here today to listen and learn about your programs. I
have beenwith the US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) since its beginning. As a project engineer,
some of my first assignments were in Buffalo, Niagara Falls, and the southern tier, and so I am familiar with
this area.
I would like to share with you information about
EPA’s community-based environmental protection
programs, which we call an initiative. I will also
talk about a new way we have agreed to work with
the states called the Performance Partnership Agree-
ments Program. I will talk about how these concepts
and programs mesh with what youare doing here in
the Finger Lakes area.
At EPA regional and national levels we have, under
Administrator Carole Browner’s leadership, under-
gone a top-to-bottom look at ourselves. Each of the
EPA program areas were examined because we real-
ized the way we were organized did not offer ﬂex-
ibility to bridge gaps in programs. Our idea was to
design the agency to take a more holistic approach
to environmental protection. One of the changes that
came out of this self-examination was to build upon
the concept of "place—based” environmental pro—
gramming (which focuses on location) and promote
"community-based” environmental protection. You
will recognize community-based environmental pro-
tection because that is what many of you have been
doing for years, and I congratulate you onyour start.
When an agency wants to be innovative, it takes a
good look around to see what strategy is working,
and then calls it an initiative, and expands upon it to
affect other programs. Community—based projects
might focus on an ecosystem, such as a watershed,
but the approach can also look at the effects of pollu-
tion on a local community, or a piece of a commu-
nity. One of the most critical differences between
community-based protection and what came before
it is community involvement throughout the entire
pro
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munity-based approach is strategic and involves ev-
eryone in the community at the very beginning of
the process. There are two ways that we put this type
of environmental protection to work. First, there are
situations where the EPA, either at the regional or
national level, takes the lead or co-lead on the project.
In these cases, we look to see if there is a compelling
reason for EPA to be the lead as opposed to a state or
local community organization. One reason mightbe
that there is an endangered ecosystem that crosses
international boundaries, such as Lake Ontario or the
Niagara River. Other situations that might favor EPA
involvement are when another federal program is
involved which needs assistance, or when state or
local governments decline to take the lead, or believe
it more appropriate for EPA to lead. In the latter type
of situation, EPA supports and assists other govern-
ment agencies and local communities. Local gov—
ernments in small towns often do not have the re-
sources to conduct monitoringor educational pro-
grams, nor should they have to reinvent tools and
services that have been developed and refined else-
where. Tools and techniques can be adapted to work
locally, and communities do not have to start from
ground zero.
With the adoption of the community-based approach,
we recognized we needed a different way to work
with the states. We have worked through a variety
of mechanisms (e. g., delegations, congresses and
authorities) and delegated back to the states. We also
had to reconsider our funding programs. When EPA
first started, plans talked about burning and grossly
polluted rivers; it was easy to identify the water qual—
ity problems. The funding priorities were set at a
national level, and there was very limited ﬂexibility
as to how the states could use the moneys made avail-
able through EPA programs.
Recently, Congress passed a budget that gave us the
flexibility to have Performance Partnership Agree-
ments with the states that cut across all programs
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 (e. g., air, water, and hazardous waste) and that give
the states more ﬂexibility to merge and mix grant
moneys to best and most efficiently meet their needs.
The Performance Partnership Agreement process
involves a self-assessment by the states. EPA then
comes to agreement with the states on how to help
meet their needs and where they need our resources
most. We have a conditionally approved Perfor—
mance Partnership Agreement with New York State
that focuses onwater resources, by the State’s choice.
Another key principle of Performance Partnership
Agreements is public involvement. The self-assess-
ment performed by the states looks at progress-to-
date and challenges for the future. That self-assess-
ment is sent out to the public for comment and, in
future generations of Performance Partnership
Agreements, Agreements will not be entered into
before the public has had an opportunity to respond.
When Agreements are formalized, the public will
have bought into the program directions the State
would like to pursue. That’s a very critical piece,
because without the buy-in of citizens and local
groups, many programs are going to look nice on
paper, but are not actually going to achieve much in
real life.
The other major focus of a Performance Partnership
Agreement is that it moves away from bean count-
ing and emphasizes tackling environmental prob-
lems. While there is always a certain amount of bean
counting, (e.g., “What is the status of new water per-
mits and how many are issued?”), the real focus of
Performance Partnerships is environmental initia—
tives.
I was involved in the signing of the Four-Party (Dec-
laration of Intent) agreement in 1987 for the Niagara
River in which we identified 50 percent as our goal
for pollutant reduction. In 1993, we recognized that
the science used to set that goal was not developed
enough to determine, to anybody’s satisfaction, that
we were going to achieve a 50 percent reduction.
How do we know whenthe ecosystem is back to
"normal"? This question has not been a focus of any
of our prior work plans. The Performance Partner-
ship Agreements are designed so that we establish
“agreed to”environmental goals and indicators, and
use these indictators to measure progress of pro—
grams. The three critical components of our new di-
rection are ﬂexibility, citizen participation and an
emphasis on ecosystems.
We hope to sign the agreement with New York State
 
shortly, and then form a road map for a short-term
future in New York. That will be a one year agree-
ment. If you look through this agreement, you will
see it provides for EPA and DEC to co—lead several
community-based projects. By co—lead I do not mean
that we dictate exactly what is done; I mean that we
shepherd thatprocess through, including the continu—
ation and development of the Lake Ontario RAP
Implementation Plan. We expect this plan to take a
comprehensive, ecosystem approach to restoring and
protecting lake waters by reducing several targeted
pollutants. Lake Ontario will also benefit from the
efforts that are aimed at the Niagara River which
contributes about 85% of the lake's tributary ﬂow.
The Four—Party agreement commits EPA and DEC to
continue efforts to reduce the pollutants entering the
Niagara River, including developing a management
plan for Lake Erie. It calls for expanding several very
successful Clean Sweep programs in Lake Ontario
counties. Thisprogram, spearheaded by Erie County
and implemented in 16 western New York counties,
has collected and safely disposed of unused agricul-
tural pesticides. In 1994, Clean Sweeps, funded in part
by EPA and New York State, resulted in disposal of
over 29,000 pounds of dioxin, arsenic and pesticides
including DDT and chlordane; chemicals that possi-
bly would have gone into the lake had this program
not been instituted.
There are several projects where EPA will provide
support to New York State, such as the development
of Remedial Action Plans for six designated Areas of
Concern (AOC) on Lake Ontario. These plans take
an ecosystem approach to restoring beneficial uses
of the lake. In the case of the Rochester Embayment
AOC, the Monroe County Department of Health is
the lead agency, and EPA will provide support as
necessary.
In the Finger Lakes basin, one of the most promising
community-based programs is a multi—agency effort
aimed at Owasco, Otisco and Skaneateles Lakes. EPA
recently provided about $1,000,000, and we expect
another $900,000 will be awarded to this effort this
fiscal year. In my discussion group this morning,
people were talking about the lack of local funding.
This funding was a line—item appropriation to the
agency directed for that specific purpose, as opposed
to the generic funding which the agency receives.
There are many ways that agencies are provided
funding, some are in big pots and some are specifi-
cally targeted. My guess is that specifically targeted
projects get fundingbecause local groups got together
and convinced their elected officials that this was a
40
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 critical need in that area. The goals of the plan are to
expand the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs)
among farmers, reduce the amount of point source
pollution, develop lake management plans and im-
prove environmental monitoring. The lead for these
projects will be the local soil and water conservation
districts and the county water quality coordinating
committees with support from EPA and DEC. The
goal of the education component is to work with
farmers to see which BMPs can reduce pollution from
their farms and, perhaps, save them money. If we can
convince people that we can save them money, in
addition to not affecting their operations, we have a
key selling point.
Obviously, solutions for each farm will be site—spe-
cific. One farm may benefit from the introduction of
an integrated pest management program to reduce
the use of pesticides, while another might benefit
from erosion control or bank stabilization. In addi-
tion to lowering pollutant levels in these lakes, we
hope that the farm program will be a springboard to
introduce similar efforts for all of the Finger Lakes.
To make the best use of government dollars, every
effort will be made to use existing information at state
and local levels to create a State of the Lake Report
for Owasco Lake. Owasco Lake will be the initial fo-
cus of the management plan process, which will shift
to Otisco and Skaneateles as the project progresses.
Gathering of environmental data will go hand-in-
hand with meetings with groups and organizations
in local watersheds to discuss priority concerns and
perceptions about the lakes. Both scientific and com-
munity findings will be compiled and available for a
public review process. An inter-agency team will
work with various local groups to come up with an
agreed upon set of recommendations.
The effort to improve monitoring of the lakes will
also build upon our existing work and increase our
knowledge of the lakes. DEC already does sampling
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about the frustration of having to have an urgent
problem, or crisis, to call up public attention and get
everybody working. I think we need to step back a
bit sometimes, and appreciate that there has been
tremendous progress made over the last 25 years.
Native species such as Whitefish and lake trout have
made significant comebacks, certainly in Lake
Ontario. Summer levels of phosphorus in the lake
are now approaching pre—colonial levels.
Remediation at hazardous waste sites, although a
long and laborious process, has reduced toxic inputs
to the Niagara Riverby at least 25 percent and, in the
next few years, I think that number will go up to as
much as 80 percent.
We have come a long way, and success should serve
as a bellwether for people and programs. We have
turned places around. We do have much work to
do. We do need to continue to pinpoint and elimi-
nate additional sources of pollutants. We especially
need to stem the loss of wildlife habitat and
biodiversity and, clearly, we need to integrate our
environmental protection efforts so they are as coor-
dinated and mutually-supportive as the natural sys—
tems they are intended to protect.
At EPA, we believe that this new generation of en-
vironmental protection is going to work from the
ground up. We are mobilizing our resources and try-
ing to adapt our programs,leading when appropri-
ate and following when appropriate, or maybe in the
best of instances, getting out of peoples’ way so they
can get the job done.
I like the reference that was made this morning to
the jigsaw puzzle. We do not always have a clear
picture of where we want to go, and there are some
days I think that not all the pieces have been taken
out of the box, but I think it is the best analogy that I
have heard for what we all do. Each of us, doing our
individual parts, occasionally need to step back and
see where the pieces might begin to fit together, or
maybe where a piece is missing, so we can re-evalu-
ate the course of action we are taking, and put the
puzzle together.
It’s been a pleasure being here with you, listening to
your success stories, listening to the challenges for
all of us and, most importantly, seeing your enthusi-
asm first-hand. Clearly, if the energy and commit—
ment here is a sign of what is out there, then the fu-
ture of the Finger Lakes and Lake Ontario is well in
hand.
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Rochester, NY
0 Allegany County Soil and Water Conservation
District, Belmont, NY
o Cayuga County Flaming Dept, Auburn, NY
o Cayuga County Soil and Water Conservation
District, Auburn, NY
0 Cayuga County Water Quality Management
Agency, Auburn, NY
0 Chemung County Soil and Water Conservation
District, Horseheads, NY
¢ Cornell Local Government Program, Cornell
University, Ithaca, NY
. Cornell University Section of Ecology and Sys-
tematics, Ithaca, NY
oCross Lake-Seneca River
Baldwinsville, NY
Association,
o Genesee River Remedial Action Plan, Monroe
County Water Quality Management Advisory
Committee, Rochester, NY
o Grand Traverse Bay Watershed Initiative,
Traverse City, MI
o Great Lakes Natural Resource Center, Sodus
Point, NY
0 Hamilton Harbour Remedial Action Plan,
Hamilton, ON
o International Joint Commission, Windsor, ON
o Keuka Lake Management, Cornell Cooperative
Extension-Yates County, Penn Yan, NY
o Lake Champlain Basin Program, Grand Isle, VT
o Monroe County Soil and Water Conservation
District, Rochester, NY
 
0 Natural Resources Conservation Service, Syra-
cuse, NY
o The Nature Conservancy, Rochester, NY
0 New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, Lake Ontario Lakewide Manage-
ment Plan, Albany, NY
0 New York State Association of Regional Coun-
cils, Syracuse, NY
. New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, Division of Water, Remedial Ac—
tion Planning, Albany, NY
0 Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Colum—
bus, OH
9 Onondaga County Environmental Management
Council, Syracuse, NY
. Orleans County Soil and Water Conservation
District, Albion, NY
. Rouge River Remedial Action Plan, Southeast
Michigan
0 Steams and Wheler, LLC, Cazenovia, NY
o Steuben County Water Quality Coordinating
Committee, Bath, NY
o Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council, Conway,
MI
9 Tompkins County Planning Dept, Ithaca,
NY
o Upper Susquehanna River Coalition, Owego, NY
o United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region V, Community Based Environmental Pro-
tection, Chicago, IL
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Dr. David Allee
Cornell Local Government Program
253 Warren Hall
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 255-6550
Mr. Joseph Allerton
Lake Neatahwanta Reclamation Committee
827 Forest Ave.
Fulton, NY 13069
(315) 592-5900
Mr. Ted Bailey
International Joint Commission
Canadian Section
100 Metcalfe Street, 18th Floor
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5M1
(613) 995-0194
Ms. Carole Beale
Monroe County Health Dept.
350 E. Henrietta Road, Building 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. Thomas Behlen
Division of Surface Water
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
PO. Box 163669
1800 Watermark Dr.
Columbus, OH 43216—3669
(614) 644-2052
Ms. Hope Black
League of Women Voters/ WQMAC
21 Valewood Run
Penfield, NY 14526—2803
(716) 248—8900
Dr. Bernd Blossey
Department of Natural Resources
Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 255-5314
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Sandy Bonanno
.3
The Nature Conservancyﬁ/Wﬁm
315 Alexander St.
Rochester, NY 14604
(716) 546-8030
Mr. Doug Bondy
International Joint Commission
Great Lakes Regional Office
100 Ouellette Ave., 8th Floor
Windsor, Ontario N9A 6T3
Mr. Tom Brace
Schuyler County SWCD
PO. Box 326
Montour Falls , NY 14865
(607) 535-9650
Ms. Margit Brazda
Monroe County Health Department
350 E. Henrietta Road, Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Dr. Betty Lou Brett
Monroe County Water Quality Management
Advisory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. Gary Brown
Monroe County Environmental Health Lab
740 E. Henrietta Rd.
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 274-6820
Ms. Virginia Brown
Cortland County SWCD
100 Grange Place
Room 204
Cortland, NY 13045
(607) 756-5991
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 Mr. Kelly Burch
Water Quality Board
230 Chestnut Street
Meadville, PA 16335
(814) 332-6816
Ms. Pauline Burnes
NYS Dept. of Transportation
107 Broadway
Homell, NY 14843
(607) 324-8465
Mr. Richard Burton
Monroe County Environmental Health Lab
740 E. Henrietta Road
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 274-6819
Mr. Bruce Butler
11 Denonville Ridge
Rochester, NY 14625
(716) 381—7466
Mr. Bruce Carpenter
New York Rivers United
199 Liberty Plaza
Marine Midland Bank Building
Rome, NY 13440
(315) 339-2097
Ms. Gail Chamber
Great Lakes Natural Resource Center
PO. Box 250
Sodus Point, NY 14555
Commissioner Alice Chamberlin
International Joint Commission
U.S. Section
RD. 1 Burnt Hill
Warner, NH 03278
(603) 456-3239
Mr. Jim Chandler
International Joint Commission
U.S. Section
1250 23rd St. NW, Suite 100
Washington, DC. 20440
(202) 736—9017
 
Mr. John Cooley
Great Lakes Laboratory for Fisheries
and Aquatic Sciences,
Dept. of Fisheries & Oceans, CCIW
PO. Box 5050, 867 Lakeshore Rd.
Burlington, Ontario L7R 4A6
(905) 336-4568
Mr. James Coulombe
Wayne County Planning Dept. /Water Quality
Coordinating Committee
9 Pearl Street
Lyons, NY 14489
(315) 946—5919
Ms. Karen Crandall
Perinton Conservation Board
167 Bluhm Road
Fairport, NY 14450
(716) 722-6512
Ms. Renee Forgensi Davison
NYSDEC Region 8
6274 East Avon-Lima Road
Avon, NY 14414
(716) 226-2466
Dr. Joseph DePinto
Great Lakes Research Consortium/ SUNY Buffalo
202 Jarvis Hall
Buffalo, NY 14260-3667
(716) 645-2088
Mr. Wayne Dickinson
Orleans County Health Dept.
14012 Rt. 31 West
Albion, NY 14411
(716) 589-3251
Dr. Douglas Dodge
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
300 Water Street
PO. Box 7000
Peterborough, Ontario K9] 3C7
(705) 755-1805
Mr. Richard Draper
NYSDEC Division of Water
Room 310D, 50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233—3501
(518) 457-1158
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Mr. Steven Eidt
NYSDEC Region 7
615 Erie Blvd. West
Syracuse, NY 13204-2400
(315) 426-7500
Mr. Richard Elliott
Monroe County Health Department
350 E. Henrietta Road, Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Ms. Angela Ellis
Livingston County Planning Dept.
6 Court St., Room 305
Geneseo, NY 14454—1043
(716) 243—7550
Mr. David Engel
Cornell University
Dept. of Communications
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 273-6052
Ms. Jerry Ernest
Mo
nr
oe
Co
un
ty
Wa
te
r Q
ua
li
ty
Ma
na
ge
me
nt
Advisory Committee
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Ms. Jennifer Fais
So
ut
he
rn
Ti
er
—C
en
tr
al
Re
gi
on
al
Pl
an
ni
ng
& Economic Development Board
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Painted Post, NY 14870
(607) 962-5092
Ms. Jo-Anne Faulkner
Oneida County SWCD
121 Second St.
Oriskany, NY 13424
(315) 736-3334
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Ms S. Chris Fredette
Town of Perinton / MCWQMAC
3 Cabernet Circle
Fairport, NY 14450
(716) 425-8539
Mr. Barry Fry
Monroe County Water Quality Management
Advisory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Rd, Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Ms. Mama Gadoua
NYSDEC
Division of Water
Room 310D, 50 Wolf Rd.
Albany, NY 12233-3501
(518) 485-8735
Dr. Andrew Gilman
Health Canada
Room 1108, Main Statistics Building
Tunney’s Square
Ottawa, ON K1A 0K9
(613) 957-1876
Mr. Steve Goshorn
Cross Lake—Seneca River Association
Box 33
Baldwinsville, NY 13027
(315) 776-8468
Ms. Fran Gotcsik
Environmental Communications Consultant
Main Street
Lima, NY
(716) 624-5674
Mr. Arthur Graham
Monroe County Water Quality Management Advi—
sory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274—8442
Dr. Elisabeth Gross
Cornell University
Ecology and Systematics
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Mr. Gary Gulezian
USEPA-GLNPO
77 West Jackson St.
Chicago, IL 60604
(312) 886-4040
Mr. Warren Hart
Ontario County Planning Dept.
5297 Parkside Dr.
Canandaigua, NY 14424
(716) 396-4455
Dr. John Hartig
International Joint Commission
100 Ouellette Ave., 8th Floor
Windsor, Ontario N9A 6T3
(519) 257-6711
Ms. Mary Henderberg
Great Lakes Natural Resource Center
PO. Box 250
Sodus Point, NY 14555
Mr. Jan Henley
Indiana Dept. of Environmental Management
100 N. Senate Ave., PO. Box 6015
Indianapolis, IN 46206
(317) 232-8476
Mr. Jim Hotaling
Cayuga County SWCD
7413 County House Road
Auburn, NY 13021
(315) 252—4171
Mr. Corydon Ireland
Rochester Democrat and Chronicle
55 Exchange Blvd.
Rochester, NY 14614
(716) 258-2379
Mr. Robert Johnson
Cornell University
Ecology and Systematics
E150 Corson Hall
Ithaca, NY 14853
(607) 257-2064
Mr. Charles Johnson
Great Lakes Natural Resource Center
PO Box 250
Sodus Point, NY 14555
(716) 325—0841
 
Mr. Robert Jonas
Monroe County Water Quality Management
Advisory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Road, Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. Richard Kankus
Town of Southport
1139 Penna Ave.
Elmira, NY 14904
(607) 737-5269
Mr. Kevin Kauffman
Bolton Point Water System
1402 E. Shore Drive
Ithaca, NY 14850
(607) 277-0660
Mr. N.G. Kaul
NYSDEC
Division of Water
50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233-3500
(518) 457-7464
Mr. Roy Knapp
Eighteen-Mile Creek Citizens Advisory Committee
PO. Box 145
Olcott, NY 14126
(716) 439-2192
Mr. Charlie Knauf
Monroe County Environmental Health Lab
740 E. Henrietta Rd.
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 274-6820
Ms. Betsy Landre
Water Resources Board/ FL—LOWPA
309 Lake Street
Penn Yan, NY 14527
(315) 536-7488
Mr. Peter Landre
Cornell Cooperative Extension - Yates County
110 Court St.
Penn Yan, NY 14527
(315) 536-5123
Mr. William Larsen
RIT Civil Engineering and Technology Dept.
Lomb Memorial Drive
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 475—2026
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 Mr. Kevin Lewis
Oneida County SWCD
121 Second St.
Oriskany, NY 13424
(315) 736-3334
Mr. Simon Llewellyn
Environment Canada
4905 Dufferin St.
Downsview, Ontario M3H 5T4
(416) 739—5839
Mr. Dean Long
NYS Federation of Lake Associations/
L.A. Group
40 Long Alley
Saratoga Springs, NY 12866
Ms. Cynthia Long
Niagara County SWCD
4487 Lake Ave.
Lockport, NY 14094
(716) 434-4949
Mr. Fred Luckey
NYSDEC Division of Water
50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233
(518) 457-1626
Mr. Michael Lyzwa
Monroe County Environmental Health Lab
740 E. Henrietta Rd.
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 274-6820
Mr. James Malyj
Seneca County SWCD
12 North Park St.
Seneca Falls, NY 13148
(315) 568—4366
Griff Mangan
Great Lakes Natural Resource Center
PO. Box 250
Sodus Point, NY 14555
Mr. T. S. Manickan
DEC Region 9
270 Michigan Ave.
Buffalo, NY 14203
(716) 851-7200
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Hon. George Maziarz
New York State Senate
60 Professional Parkway
Lockport, NY 14094
(716) 438-0655
Mr. Douglas McTavish
International Joint Commission
100 Ouelette Avenue, 8th Floor
Windsor, Ontario N9A 6T3
(519) 257-6718
Mr. G. Tracy Mehan
Office of the Great Lakes
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
PO. Box 30473
Lansing, MI 48909
(517) 335-4056
Ms. Cally Miklasz
Cayuga County SWCD
7413 County House Road
Auburn, NY 13021
(315) 252—4171
Mr. Gerry Mikol
DEC Region 9
270 Michigan Ave.
Buffalo, NY 14203
(716) 851—7200
Ms. Janet Moffett
Monroe County Water Quality Management
Advisory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. Les Monostory
Onondaga County EMC
.1100 Civic Center
Syracuse, NY 13202
(315) 435-2640
Ms. Elizabeth Moran
Steams and Wheler, LLC
One Remington Park Drive
Cazenovia, NY 13035
(315) 655-8161
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Commissioner Frank Murphy
International Joint Commission
100 Metcalfe St., 18‘“ Floor
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5M1
(613) 995-0194
Mr. William Muszynski
USEPA Region 2
290 Broadway, 24th Floor
NY, NY 10007
(212) 637-5000
Ms. Sheila Myers
Cornell Cooperative Extension
of Onondaga County
1050 W. Genesee St.
Syracuse, NY 13204
(315) 424-9485
Ms. Lois New
NYSDEC
Room 602, 50 Wolf Rd.
Albany, NY 12233
(518) 457-5400
Ms. Nadia Niniowsky
Cayuga County Water Quality ManagementAgency
Supervisor, Town of Fairhaven
7413 County House Road
Auburn, NY 13021
(315) 252-4171
Mr. Charles O’Neill
NY Sea Grant Extension
248 Hartwell Hall, SUNY Brockport
Brockport, NY 14420
716-395-2638
Mr. Jeffrey Parker
Steuben County SWCD
3 East Pulteney Square
Bath, NY 14810
(607) 776-9631 ext. 2540
Mr. Jim Parks
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road
Springfield, IL 62706
(217) 782-1654
Mr. W. Kent Partridge
Cross Lake-Seneca River Association
8571 Tuttle Road
Cicero, NY 13030
 
Ms. Margaret Peet
Monroe County Health Dept.
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. David Reckahn
Orleans County SWCD
446 West Ave.
Albion, NY 14411
(716) 589-5959
Mr. Harry Reiter
Monroe County Pure Waters
350 E. Henrietta Road
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-7768
Ms. Mariana Rhodes
Monroe County Water Quality Management
Advisory Committee
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274-8442
Mr. John Roebig
Steams and Wheler, LLC
One Remington Park Drive
Cazenovia, NY 13035
(315) 655-8161
Ms. Wendy Rosenbach
NYSDEC Division of Water
Room 398, 50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233—3508
(518) 485—8738
Ms. Sue Senecah
Special Assistant to Hon. George Maziarz
29 1 /2 Front St.
Schenectady, NY 12305
(518) 455-2024
Mr. Doug Serra
Allegany County SWCD
Ag Service Center
5425 County Rte. 48
Belmont, NY 14813
Ms. Leila Shader
NYSDEC Division of Water
Room 398, 50 Wolf Road
Albany, NY 12233—3508
(315) 699—2007 (518) 457-6956
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 Mr. William Sharpsteen
Great Lakes Natural Resource Center
PO. Box 250
Sodus Point, NY 14555
Mr. Bob Shearer
NYSDEC Region 8
6274 E. Avon-Lima Road
Avon, NY 14414
(716) 226-2466
Dr. James Skaley
Tompkins County Planning Dept. /FL-LOWPA
121 East Court St.
Ithaca, NY 14850
(607) 274-5560
Ms. Libby Smith
NYSDEC Division of Water
50 Wolf Rd., Room 398
Albany, NY 12233-3508
(518) 485-8772
Ms. Paula Smith
Monroe County SWCD
249 Highland Ave.
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 473-2120
Mr. Gerald Snow
Monroe County SWCD
249 Highland Ave.
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 473-2120
Ms. Barbara Spinweber
USEPA Region II
290 Broadway, 24th Floor
NY, NY 10007
(212) 637-3848
Mr. George Squires
Genesee County SWCD
166 Washington Ave.
Batavia, NY 14020
(716) 343—2362
Mr. Todd Stevenson
Monroe County Health Dept.
350 E. Henrietta Rd., Bldg. 5
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 274—8442
 
Mr. Kyle Stewart
New York Farm Bureau
PO. Box 992
Glenmont, NY 12077
(518) 436-8495
Mary Ruth Sweet
Seneca Lake Pure Waters Assn.
PO. Box 247
Geneva, NY 14456-0247
(315) 789-3052
Ms. Susan Sylvester
Wisconsin Dept. of Natural Resources
101 S. Webster St., PO. Box 7921
Madison, WI 53707
(608) 266-1099
Ms. Helle Tosine
Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy
40 St. Clair Ave. w., 14th Floor
Toronto, Ontario M4V 1L5
(416) 314-3920
Mr. Mike Vogel
The Buffalo News
PO. Box 100
Buffalo, NY 14240
(716) 849-5531
Mr. Mark Watts
Chemung County SWCD
851 Chemung St.
Horseheads, NY 14845
(607) 739-2009
Mr. Ken White
Cayuga County Planning Dept.
160 Genesee St.
Auburn, NY 13021
(315) 253-1276
Mr. Robert Williams
Wayne County SWCD
10 Leach Road
Lyons, NY 14489
(315) 946-4136
Mr. Frank Winkler
Monroe County SWCD
249 Highland Ave.
Rochester, NY 14620
(716) 473-2120
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 Mr. Scott Wolcott
Rochester Institute of Technology
James Gleason Bldg,
78 Lomb Drive
Rochester, NY 14623
(716) 475-6647
Mr. Hardy Wong
Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy
Hamilton Regional Office
119 King Street West, 12th Floor
Hamilton, Ontario L8P 4Y7
 
Mr. David Woods
Livingston County Planning Dept.
6 Court Street, Room 305
Geneseo, NY 14454-1043
(716) 243-7550
Mr. David Zorn
Genesee/ Finger Lakes Regional Flaming Council
1427 Monroe Ave.
Rochester, NY 14618
(716) 442-3770
 
”lf Citizens and their communities
are involved meaningfully, and
efforts are made to integrate
everyone’s contribution to water-
shed planning and management,
the results will be powerful
indeed.”
—The Honorable George D. Maziarz
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Friday, October 18, 1996
10:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Water Quality Board Business Meeting
1:00 a.m. - 3:00 p.m.
Water Resources Board/FL-LOWPA
Business Meeting
4:00 - 5:30 p.m.
Dialogue: Water Quality Board,FL-LOWPA and
Guests
The Dialogue will address these two questions:
o What can the Water Quality Board and Interna-
tional Joint Commission do to strengthen com-
munity-based programs like the Rochester
Embayment RAP and watershed management
initiatives for the Finger Lakes?
9 What can local and regional institutions, like the
Finger Lakes - Lake Ontario Watershed Protec-
tion Alliance, do to ensure that local and regional
priorities and management efforts are integrated,
complementary, and reinforcing with larger,
multi-state and binational initiatives likethe Lake
Ontario Lakewide Management Plan or the
Canada-US. Virtual Elimination Strategy?
5:45-8:00 p.m.
Public Reception with Exhibits - Student
Alumni Union Cafeteria
6:10 p.m.
Address: IIC’s Five Priorities and Why People
from Buﬁ‘alo to Lake Pleasant Should be Con—
cemed
Alice Chamberlin, Commissioner, International
Joint Commission
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Saturday, October 19, 1996
9:00 a.m.
Welcome to Rochester
William A. Johnson, Jr., Mayor of the City of
Rochester
Richard Burton, Administrator,Monroe County
Environmental Health Laboratory and
FL-LOWPA
9:06
The Importance of Water Resources in New
York State
The Honorable George Maziarz, NYS Senate
9:12
Welcome from the Great Lakes Water Quality
Board
Gary Gulezian, Acting Director, U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency Great Lakes
National Program Office
9:15
Review of Friday’s Key Points and Expecta-
tions for the Day
Doug Dodge, Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Water Quality Board
Richard Burton, Administrator,Monroe
County Environmental Health Laboratory
and FL-LOWPA
9:25
The Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed
Protection Alliance: Vision for Watershed
Management in New York’s Lake Ontario
Basin
James Skaley, Chair, Water Resources Board of
the Finger Lakes-Lake Ontario Watershed
Protection Alliance
 Sa
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Team Approach to Citizen Involvement
Gerald F. Mikol, Director, NYS Department
Environmental Conservation, Region 9
10:00
Charge to the Breakout Groups
Lois New, Assistant to the Commissioner for
Public Outreach, NYS Department of Environ-
mental Conservation
10:20-12:00
Breakout Groups: The Challenge of Water-
shed Management
What obstacles do you face in developing
watershed programs and how can they be
overcome?
Liaisons will first provide brief overviews on
watershed management programs and
issues, followed by a facilitated group
discussion.
12 Noon
Lunch
12:35 p.m.
Keynote Address: EPA’s Community-Based
Environmental Initiatives
William Muszynski, Deputy Regional Admin-
istrator, US. Environmental Protection Agency
Region II
1:00 p.m.
Exhibits and Networking Time with Repre-
sentatives at Displays
1:30-3:15
Interactive Panel Discussion: Overcoming
Obstacles to Watershed Management
 
Liaisons and group members present
questions, statements and findings from the
breakout groups to a panel representing a
broad range of perspectives and experience
for feedback and discussion. Audience
participation is encouraged.
Moderator:
Paul Baker, Host, 13.70 WXXI Radio
Panel:
. Thomas Behlen, Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency and Water Quality Board
O Robert N. Brower, Director, Cayuga County Plan-
ning Department and FL-LOWPA
o Bruce Carpenter, Executive Director, New York
Rivers United
. Renee Forgensi Davison, Director, NYSDEC Re-
gion 8
. Joseph DePinto, Director, Director, Great Lakes
Program, State University of New York at Buf-
falo
0 Simon Llewellyn, Environment Canada and
Water Quality Board
o Sue Senecah, Special Assistant to Senator George
Maziarz
o Kyle Stewart, Assistant Director of Government
Relations, New York Farm Bureau
3:15
Closing Message
Doug Dodge, Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Water Quality Board
3:30
Process Check/Adjourn
Richard Burton, Monroe County Environmen—
tal Health Lab and FL—LOWPA
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 The 3inger Eakes - £ake Ontario Watershed
Protection Alliance (FL-LOWPA) is an alliance of
24 New York State counties in the Lake Ontario
Basin. _FL-LOWPA exists to facilitate the development
and implementation of coordinated and dynamic
whole-watershed management programs; exchange
information on the status of surface water quality in
the region; and address local water quality priorities.
The Water Resources Board is the governing body of
FL-LOWPA and is comprised of representatives from
member county agencies, including soil and water
conservation districts, planning and health depart-
ments, and water quality management agencies.
The great (takes Water Quality Board of the
International joint Commission (/10 is the principal
advisor to the l/C on all matters relating to the
Canada-United States Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement. Members of the WQB are senior pro-
gram managers from federal, state, and provincial
regulatory and resource management programs.
Each is charged to serve in their personal and profes-
sional capacity, and not represent the agency that
employs them. The WQB addresses numerous issues
pertaining to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agree-
ment, including sources and pathways of persistent
toxic substances, contaminated sediments, and the
future of Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) for Great
Lakes Areas of Concern.
